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FRINGE BENEFITS FOR FEDERAL EMPLOYEES 


TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 23, 1954 


UNIrep STATES SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON Post OFrricre AND Civiz SERVICE, 
Washington, D.C. 


The committee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a. m., in room 135, Senate 
Office Building, Senator Frank Carlson, chairman, presiding. 

Present : Senators Carlson, Jenner, Cooper, Upton, Johnston, Neely, 
Pastore, Monroney, Daniel, and Lennon. 

The Cuamman. The committee will please come to order. We 
open hearings this morning on S. 2665, to amend the Classification Act 
of 1945, as amended, and the Federal Employees Pay Act of 1945, as 
amended, and for other purposes. 

(The bill referred to follows :) 


[S. 2665, 838d Cong., 2d sess. ] 


A BILL To amend the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, and the Federal Employ es 
Pay Act of 1945, as amended, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, 


TITLE I—AMENDMENTS TO THE CLASSIFICATION ACT OF 1949, AS 
AMENDED 


Sec. 101. This title may be cited as the “Classification Act Amendments of 
1954.”’ 

Sec. 102. The Classification Act of 1949, as amended, is further amended as 
follows: 


(a) Paragraph (7) of section 202 is amended to read as follows: 

“(7) employees in recognized trades or crafts, or other skilled mechanical 
crafts, or in unskilled, semiskilled, or skilled manual-labor occupations, and 
other employees including foremen and supervisors in positions having 
trade, craft, or laboring experience and knowledge as the paramount re- 
quirement, and employees in the Bureau of Engraving and Printing the 
duties of whom are to perform or to direct manual or machine operations 
requiring special skill or experience, or to perform or direct the counting, 
examining, sorting, or other verification of the product of manual or machine 
operations: Provided, That the compensation of such employees shall be 
fixed and adjusted from time to time as nearly as is consistent with the 
public interest in accordance with prevailing rates: Provided further, That in 
any area where in the opinion of the employing agency the number of such 
employees is so few as to make prevailing rate determinations impracticable, 
such employee or employees may with the approval of the Civil Service 
Commission be paid administratively at rates payable under the Classifica- 
tion Act of 1949, as amended, for positions of equivalent difficulty or 
responsibility ;"’. 


(b) Section 505 is amended to read as follows: 
“Sec. 505. (a) No position shall be placed in grade 16 or 17 of the General 
Schedule except by action of, or after prior approval by, the Commission. 
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“(b) No position shall be placed in or removed from grade 18 of the General 
Schedule except by the President upon recommendation of the Commission. 

“(e) There shall not be more than seven hundred positions in grades 16, 17, 
and 18 of the General Schedule at any one time.” 

(c) Section 601 is amended to read as follows: 

“Sec, 601. There is hereby established for positions to which this Act applies 
a basic compensation schedule to be known as the ‘General Schedule’, the symbol 
for which shall be ‘GS’.” 

(d) Section 602 is amended as follows: 

(1) Strike out the “(a)” after “Src. 602.” 

(2) Subsection (b) of said section is hereby repealed. 

(e) Section 603 is amended as follows: 

(1) Subsection (a) of said section is amended to read as follows: 

“(a) The rates of basic compensation with respect to officers, employees, and 
positions to which this Act applies shall be in accordance with the compensation 
schedule contained in subsection (b).” 

(2) Subsection (c) of said section is hereby repealed. 

(3) Subsection (d) of said section is relettered and amended to read as 
follows: 

“(c) Whenever payment is made on the basis of a daily, hourly, weekly, 
biweekly, or monthly rate, such rate shall be computed from the appropriate 
annual rate specified in subsection (b) by the method prescribed in section 604 
(d) of the Federal Employees Pay Act of 1945, as amended.” 

(f) Section 604 is amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 604. Employees receiving basic compensation at a rate authorized by 
law, immediately prior to the effective date of this title, in excess of the appro- 
priate new rate of the grade as determined under paragraphs (1) to (10), inclu- 
sive, of section 604 (b) of this Act, as in effect prior to the date of enactment 
of the Classification Act Amendments of 1954, may continue to receive such rate 
so long as they remain in the same position and grade, but when any such posi- 
tion becomes vacant, the rate of basic compensation of any subsequent appointee 
shall be fixed in accordance with this Act.” 

(gz) Section 703 is amended as follows: 

(1) Subsection (b) (1) is amended to read as follows: 

“(b) (1) No officer or employee shall be entitled to a longevity step increase 
while holding a position in any grade above grade 15 of the General Schedule.” 

(2) Subsection (c) is amended by striking out “section 604 (b) (11), section 
1105 (b)” and inserting in lieu thereof “section 604 or section 1105 (b) of this 
Act, or section 103 (b) (4) of the Classification Act Amendments of 1954.” 

(h) Section 704 of such Act is amended by adding at the end thereof a new 
sentence as follows: “Service immediately preceding the date of enactment of 
the Classification Act Amendments of 1954 shall be counted toward longevity step 
increases under section 703 in the case of persons in grades 11 to 15, inclusive, 
who on such date are receiving compensation at the maximum scheduled rates of 
their respective grades.” 

(i) Section 802 (b) is amended by striking out “section 604 (b) (11), section 
1105 (b)” and inserting in lieu thereof “section 604 or section 1105 (b) of this 
Act or section 103 (b) (4) of the Classification Act Amendments of 1954.” 

(j) Section 803 is amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 803. (a) Whenever the Commission shall find (1) that a sufficient number 
of qualified eligibles for positions in a given class cannot be secured in one or more 
areas or locations at the existing minimum rate for such class, and (2) that there 
is a possibility that a sufficient number of such eligibles can be secured by 
increasing the minimum rate for such class in such areas or locations to one of 
the higher rates within the grade in which such class is placed, the Commission 
may establish such higher rate as the minimum rate for that class in each area 
or location concerned. 

“(b) Minimum rates established under subsection (a) may be revised from 
time to time by the Commission. Such actions or revisions shall have the force 
and effect of law. 

“(c) Any increase in rate of basic compensation resulting from the establish- 
ment of new minimum rates under this section shall not be regarded as an 
‘equivalent increase’ in compensation within the meaning of title VII.” 

Sec. 108. (a) Not later than the first day of the first pay period which begins 
six months after the enactment of this Act, all positions in the Crafts, Protective, 
and Custodial Schedule of the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, not excluded 
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from such Act by section 202 (7) thereof, as amended herein, shall be placed in 
corresponding grades of the General Schedule as set forth below : 


Grade of the Crafts, Corresponding new 
Protective, and grade of the 
Custodial Schedule General Schedule 
 dcsaicnaite at a ssid . dananepesbaee 1 
2 Soe ee ss 2 St a, eaan tt 
gf ED a Batat i ae eat Sei Ree eee 1 
4 a asi anane oe 
5 js ate tibia Deena: cgi dtntaliccanestl a teblitammitad t 
6 eae si enim: epee: Liianaiatecaia shai mnie, city tecctetins bhapabte tual 4 
Oc a a ce a tate pe <oetiis a ated thneitteinen 5 
S ca nites dace seein lees tere enert tern ie el te cee ae 6 
9 at coieek a ae J EE ES 
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(b) The rates of basic compensation of officers and employees to whom this 
section applies shall be initially adjusted as follows: 

(1) If the employee is receiving a rate of basic compensation less than the 
minimum scheduled rate of the grade in which his position is placed, his com- 
pensation shall be increased to the minimum rate; 

(2) If the employee is receiving a rate of basic compensation within the range 
of salary prescribed for the grade in which his position is placed, at one of the 
rates fixed therein, no change shall be made in his existing rate; 

(3) If the employee is receiving a rate of basic compensation within the range 
of salary prescribed for the grade in which his position is placed, but not at 
one of the rates fixed therein, his compensation shall be increased to the next 
higher rate; 

(4) If the employee is receiving a rate of basic compensation in excess of the 
maximum scheduled rate for the grade in which his position is initially placed, 
he shall continue to receive basic compensation without change in rate until (a) 
he leaves such position, or (b) he is entitled to receive basic compensation at a 
higher rate by reason of the operation of other provisions of the Classification 
Act of 1949, as amended; but when any such position becomes vacant, the rate 
of basic compensation of any subsequent appointee shall be fixed in accordance 
with the provisions of the Classification Act of 1949, as amended; and 

(5) The conversion to grades of the general schedule of positions covered by 
this section, and the initial adjustments in compensation as prescribed herein, 
shall not be construed to be transfers or promotions within the meaning of 
section 802 (b) of the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, and the regulations 
issued thereunder. 

Sec, 104. (a) With respect to any employee and position, which, immediately 
prior to the date of enactment of this Act, is subject to the Classification Act 
of 1949, as amended, but to which section 102 (a) of this title applies, this title 
shall take effect on the date or dates specified by the head of the respective 
department, but not later than the first day of the first pay period which begins 
after twelve months following the date of enactment of this Act. 

(b) Employees to whom sections 102 (a) and 103 of this title apply shall 
continue to receive compensation at rates prescribed for the grades of their 
respective positions by the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, in effect on 
the date of enactment of this Act, until their compensation shall have been 
fixed in accordance with the provisions of this title. 

Seo. 105. The Commission is hereby authorized to issue such regulations as 
may be necessary for the administration of this title. 

Sec. 106. Nothing contained in this title shall be construed to decrease the 
existing compensation of any present employee, but when his position becomes 
vacant, any subsequent appointee to such position shall be compensated in ac- 
cordance with the regular schedule applicable to such position. 


TITLE II—PREMIUM COMPENSATION 


Sec. 201. This title may be cited as the “Premium Compensation Act of 1954.” 

Sec. 202. The Federal Employees Pay Act of 1945, as amended, is further 
amended as follows: 

(a) Section 101 is amended as follows: 

(1) Subsection (a) is amended by striking out “titles II and III” and insert- 
ing in lieu thereof “titles II, II1, and IV.” 

(2) Subsection (b) is repealed. 
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COMPENSATION FOR OVERTIME WORK 


(b) Section 201 is amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 201. All hours of work officially ordered or approved in excess of forty 
hours in any administrative workweek performed by officers or employees to 
whom this title applies shall be considered to be overtime work and compensation 
for such overtime work, except as otherwise provided for in this Act, shall be at 
the following rates: 

“(a) For officers and employees whose basic compensation is at a rate which 
does not exceed the maximum scheduled rate of basic compensation provided for 
grade GS-9 in the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, the overtime hourly 
rate of compensation shall be an amount equal to one and one-half times the 
hourly rate of such officer’s or employee’s basic compensation, and all of such 
amount shall be considered premium compensation. 

“(b) For officers and employees whose basic compensation is at a rate which 
exceeds the maximum scheduled rate of basic compensation provided for grade 
GS-9 in the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, the overtime hourly rate of 
compensation shall be an amount equal to one and one-half times the hourly rate 
of such maximum rate, and all of such amount shall be considered premium 
compensation.” 

(c) Section 202 (a) is amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 202. (a) The head of any department, independent establishment, or 
agency, including Government-owned or controlled corporations, or the municipal 
government of the District of Columbia (1) may, at the request of any officer 
or employee, grant such officer or employee compensatory time off from his 
scheduled tour of duty in lieu of payment for an equal amount of time spent in 
irregular or occasional overtime work, and (2) may, at his own discretion, pro- 
vide that any officer or employee, whose rate of basic compensation is in excess 
of the maximum scheduled rate of basic compensation provided for grade GS-9 
in the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, shall be compensated for irregular 
or occasional overtime work for which compensation would be due under this 
Act with not more than an equal amount of compensatory time off from his 
scheduled tour of duty in lieu of such compensation.” 

(d) (1) Section 208 is redesignated as section 205, and wherever such section 
number appears in such Act or in any other provision of law it is amended to 
conform to the redesignation prescribed by this subsection. 

(2) After section 202, insert the following new sections: 


“CALL-BACK OVERTIME 


“Sec. 203. For the purposes of this Act, any unscheduled overtime work per- 
formed by any officer or employee on a day when no work was scheduled for him, 
or for which he is required to return to his place of employment, shall be con- 
sidered to be at least two hours in duration. 


“TIME IN TRAVEL STATUS 


“Sec. 204. For the purpose of this Act, time spent in a travel status away from 
the official-duty station of any officer or employee shall be considered as hours 
of employment only when (a) within the days and hours of such officer’s or 
employee's regularly scheduled administrative workweek, including regularly 
scheduled overtime hours, or (b) when the travel involves the performance of 
work while traveling or is carried out under arduous conditions.” 


COMPENSATION FOR NIGHT AND HOLIDAY WORK 


(e) Section 301 is amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 301. (a) Any regularly scheduled work between the hours of six o'clock 
postmeridian and six o’clock antemeridian (including periods of absence with 
pay during such hours due to holidays, and any such hours within periods of 
leave with pay if such periods total less than eight hours during any pay period) 
shall be considered night work, except as provided in subsection (b), and any 
officer or employee performing such work to whom this title applies shall be 
compensated for it at his rate of basic compensation plus premium compensation 
amounting to 10 per centum of such rate, unless otherwise provided in this Act, 
and except that this section shall not operate to modify the provisions of the 
Act of July 1, 1944 (Public Law Numbered 394, Seventy-eighth Congress), or 
any other law authorizing additional compensation for night work. 


eis 


“ 








FRINGE BENEFITS FOR FEDERAL EMPLOYEES oO 


“(b) The head of any department, independent establishment, or agency, 
including Government-owned or controlled corporations, may designate any 
time after six o’clock postmeridian and any time before six o’clock antemeridian 
as the beginning and end, respectively, of night work for the purpose of sub- 
section (a) at any post outside the several States and the District of Columbia 
where customary hours of business extend into the hours of nightwork provided 
by such subsection.” 

(f) Section 302 of the Federal Employees Pay Act of 1945, as amended, is 
amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 302. (a) All work not exceeding eight hours, which is not overtime work 
as defined in section 201 of this Act and which is performed on a holiday desig- 
nated by Federal statute or Executive order, shall be compensated at the rate 
of basic compensation of the oflicer or employee performing such work on a 
holiday plus premium compensation amounting to one and one-half times such 
part of such officer’s or employee’s basic compensation as does not exceed the 
maximum scheduled rate of basic compensation provided for grade GS-9 in 
the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, unless otherwise provided in this 
Act. Any officer or employee who is required to perform any work on such a 
holiday shall be compensated for at least two hours of such work, and any such 
premium compensation due under the provisions of this section shall be in 
addition to any premium compensation which may be due for the same work 
under the provisions of section 301 of this Act providing premium compensation 
for nightwork. 

“(b) Overtime work, as defined in section 201 of this Act, on Sundays and 
such holidays shall be compensated in accordance with the provisions of such 
section 201.” 


SPECIAL PROVISIONS FOR CERTAIN TYPES OF WORK 
(g) After title III insert a new title as follows: 
“TITLE IV—SPECIAL PROVISIONS FOR CERTAIN TYPES OF WORK 


“Sec. 401. The head of any department, independent establishment, or agency, 
including Government-owned or controlled corporations, or the municipal Gov- 
ernment of the District of Columbia may, with the approval of the Civil Service 
Commission, provide that— 


“(a) any officer or employee in a position requiring him to regularly remain 
at, or within the confines of, his station during longer than ordinary periods 
of duty, a substantial part of which consists of remaining in a standby status 
rather than performing work, shall receive premium compensation for such 
duty on an annual basis in lieu of premium compensation provided by any 
other provisions of this Act. Premium compensation under this subsection 
shall be determined as an appropriate percentage (not in excess of 25 per 
centum) of such part of the basic compensation for any such position as 
does not exceed the maximum scheduled rate of basic compensation provided 
for grade GS—9 in the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, by taking into 
consideration the number of hours of actual work required in such positions, 
the number of hours required in a standby status at or within the confines 
of the station, the extent to which the duties of such position are made more 
onerous by night or holiday work, or by being extended over periods of 
more than forty hours a week, and any other relative factors: or 

“(b) any officer or employee in a position in which the hours of duty can- 
not be controlled administratively, and which requires substantial amounts of 
irregular, unscheduled, overtime duty and duty at night and on holidays with 
the officer or employee generally being responsible for recognizing, without 
supervision, circumstances which require him to remain on duty, shall receive 
premium compensation for such day on an annual basis in lieu of premium 
compensation provided by any other provisions of this Act, except for regu- 
larly scheduled overtime duty. Premium compensation under this subsection 
shall be determined as an appropriate percentage (not in excess of 15 per 
centum) of such part of the rate of basic compensation for any such position 
as does not exceed the maximum scheduled rate of basic compensation pro- 
vided for grade GS-9 in the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, by taking 
into consideration the frequency and duration of night, holiday, and unsched- 
uled overtime duty required in such position.” 
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LIMITATION ON PREM:UM COMPENSATION 


(h) Section 603 and the heading immediately preceding such section are 
amended to read as follows: 


“LIMITATION ON PREMIUM COMPENSATION 


“Sec. 603. No premium compensation provided by this Act shall be paid to any 
officer or employee whose rate of basic compensation exceeds the maximum sched- 
uled rate of basic compensation provided for grade GS-15 in the Classification Act 
of 1949, as amended, or when any such premium compensation would cause such 
officer’s or employee’s rate of compensation, including basic compensation and 
premium compensation provided by this Act, to exceed such maximum rate with 
respect to any pay period.” 

WORK SCHEDULES 


(i) (1) The heading immediately preceding section 604 is amended to read as 
follows: 


“ESTABLISHMENT OF BASIC WORKWEEK ; WORK SCHEDUDES; PAY COMPUTATION 
METHODS” 


(2) Section 604 (a) is amended by inserting “(1)” after “(a)” and by adding 
at the end thereof a new paragraph as follows: 

“(2) The head of each such department, establishment, and agency and the 
municipal government of the District of Columbia shall provide with respect to all 
officers and employees in his respective organization, except where he determines 
that such organization would be seriously handicapped in carrying out its func- 
tions or that costs would be substantially increased, that (A) assignment to tours 
of duty shall be scheduled in advance over periods of not less than one week, 
(B) the basic workweek shall be forty hours, (C) such forty hours shall be 
scheduled on five days, which shall be Monday through Friday wherever possible, 
and the two days outside the basic workweek shall be consecutive, (D) the work- 
ing hours in each day in the basic workweek shall be the same, (E) the basic 
nonovertime workday shall not exceed eight hours, (F) the occurrence of holi- 
days shall not affect the designation of the basic workweek, and (G) breaks in 
working hours of more than one hour shall not be scheduled in any basic 
workday.” 

(j) This title shall become effective at the beginning of the first pay period 
beginning after July 1, 1954. 


TITLE I1I—GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES’ INCENTIVE AWARDS 


Sec. 301. This title may be cited as the “Government Employees’ Incentive 
Awards Act”. 

Sec. 302. The departmental awards program set forth in this title shall be 
carried out under such regulations and instructions as may be issued by the 
United States Civil Service Commission which shall annually report the results 
of the program, with related recommendations, to the President for transmittal 
to the Congress. 

Sec. 303. As used in this title, the term “department” means an executive 
department or independent agency in the executive branch of the Government, 
including a Government-owned or controlled corporation, and also includes (a) 
the Administrative Office of the United States Courts, (b) the Library of Congress, 
(c) the Botanic Gardens, (d) the Government Printing Office, (e) the Office of 
the Architect of the Capitol, and (f) the municipal government of the District of 
Columbia. 

Sec. 304. (a) The head of each department is authorized to pay cash awards to, 
and to incur necessary expenses for the honorary recognition of, civilian officers 
and employees of the Government who by their suggestions, inventions, superior 
accomplishments, or other personal efforts contribute to the efficiency, economy, 
or other improvement of Government operations or who perform special acts or 
services in the public interest in connection with or related to their official 
employment. 

(b) In instances determined by the President to warrant such action, he is 
authorized to pay cash awards to, and to incur necessary expenses for the honor- 
ary recognition of, civilian officers and employees of the Government who by their 
suggestions, inventions, superior accomplishments, or other personal efforts 


~ 


Pe 


| 





* 





FRINGE BENEFITS FOR FEDERAL EMPLOYEES 7 


contribute to the efficiency, economy, or other improvement of Government opera- 
tions, or who perform exceptionally meritorious special acts or services in the 
public interest in connection with or related to their official employment, and 
any such Presidential awards may be in addition to the departmental awards 
authorized in subsection (a) of this section. 

(c) Awards under this section may be paid notwithstanding the death or 
+9paration from the service of the officer or employee concerned. 

(d) A cash award under this section shall be in addition to the regular com- 
pensation of the recipient and the acceptance of such cash award shall constitute 
and agreement that the use by the United States of any idea, method or device 
for which the award is made shall not form the basis of a further claim of any 
nature upon the United States by the employee, his heirs, or assigns. 

(e) Awards to employees and expenses for the honary recognition of em- 
ployees may be paid from the funds or appropriations available to the activity 
primarily benefiting or may be paid from the several funds or appropriations of 
the various activities benefiting as may be determined by the President for 
awards under subsection (b) of this section, and by the heads of the department 
concerned for awards under subsection (a) of this section. 

(f) An award under this title shall be given due weight in qualifying and 
selecting employees for promotion to position in higher grades. 

Sec. 305. The following laws and parts of laws are hereby repealed: 

(a) Sections 702, 1002, and 1008 of the Classification Act of 1949 (68 Stat. 
954; 5 U. S. C. 1122, 1152, 1153). 

(b) Section 14 of the Act entitled “An Act to authorize certain adminis- 
trative expenses in the Government service, and for other purposes,” approved 
August 2, 1946 (60 Stat. 809; 5 U.S. C. 116a). 

(c) The Act entitled “An Act authorizing payment of rewards to postal 
employees for inventions,” approved December 3, 1945 (59 Stat. 591; 39 U.S. C. 
813). 

(d) The Act entitled “An Act authorizing the Secretary of War to pay a 
cash award for suggestions submitted by employees of certain establishments 
of the Ordnance Department for improvement or economy in manufacturing 
process or plant,” approved July 17, 1912 (37 Stat. 193; 50 U. S. C. 58). 

(e) The Act entitled “An Act to provide equitable compensation for useful 
suggestions or inventions by personnel of the Department of the Interior,” 
approved June 26, 1944 (58 Stat. 360;5 U.S. C. 500). 

(f) Subsections (a) and (b) of section 35 of the Act entitled “An Act to 
enact certain provisions now included in the Naval Appropriation Act, 1946, 
and for other purposes,” approved August 2, 1946 (60 Stat. 857: 5 U. S. C. 
416). 

(g) The joint resolution of March 13, 1944 (ch. 91, 58 Stat. 115) (46 U. S. ©. 
1111b). 

Sec. 306. This title shall take effect on the ninetieth day after the date of 
its enactment. 


TITLE IV—UNIFORM ALLOWANCES 


Sec. 401. This title may be cited as the “Federal Employees Uniform Allow- 
ance Act.” 

Sec. 402. Any civilian officer or employee of the United States who is required 
by regulation now existing or by law to wear a prescribed uniform in the per- 
formance of his or her official duties, and who is not being furnished with 
such uniform, shall be paid an allowance for defraying the expenses of acquisi- 
tion and upkeep of such uniform at such times and in such amounts, not to 
exceed $100 per annum, as may be prescribed by the head of the employing 
agency in accordance with rules and regulations promulgated pursuant to 
section 404. Any amounts allowed for such purposes to any officer or employee 
under the provisions of any other law or regulation shall be deducted from 
any allowance paid such officer or employee under the provisions of this title. 

Sec. 403. Allowances paid under this title shall not be considered as pay, 
salary, or compensation within the meaning of the Civil Service Retirement 
Act of May 29, 1930, as amended, or as wages within the meaning of section 
209 of the Social Security Act, as amended, or subchapter A or D of chapter 9 
of the Internal Revenue Code, as amended. 

Sec. 404. The Director of the Bureau of the Budget is authorized and directed 
to promulgate such rules and regulations as may be necessary to provide for 
the uniform administration of this title. 








S FRINGE BENEFITS FOR FEDERAL EMPLOYEES 


TITLE V—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 


Sec. 501. Section 1510 of the Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1952 (Public 
Law 253, Eighty-second Congress), as amended, is hereby repealed. 


The Cratrman. The purpose of this bill is to make the fringe 
benefits of Federal employees more equitable and the pay more nearly 
consistent with practices in private industry. 

I am going to give the reporter, here, some of the contents of the 
bill. 


(The document referred to follows:) 


EXPLANATION OF THE PROVISIONS OF THE OMNIBUS BILL WHICH AMENDS THE 
CLASSIFICATION ACT OF 1949, AS AMENDED, AND THE IF‘EDERAL EMPLOYEES Pay 
Act oF 1945 


This bill is designed to provide additional premium benefits and broaden the 
scope of entitlement of such to Federal employees. The bill contains approxi- 
mately nine items of benefits. These are not listed consecutively as in the bill, 
but with the exception of a few, they are listed with preference of importance. 


UNDER TITLE OF PREMIUM COMPENSATION 


1, Overtime—the provisions under the bill here accomplish four things: 

(a) It grants full time and a half though Grade 9 and extends the entitlement 
to time and a half up through and including the basic maximum compensation of 
Grade 15. The time and a half for overtime rates above the maximum basic 
compensation of Grade 9 will be computed on the level of the maximum basic 
compensation of Grade 9. 

As the law presently states, overtime is paid at full time and a half only up to 
and including $2,980 and then continues on a diminishing scale which increases 
from full time and a half rate at $2,980 to a flat rate and after a person makes 
$10,330, he is not entitled to overtime any more. This provides the desired flexi- 
bility comparable to the pay practices of the better employers of American 
industry. 

(b) It provides that below grade 9 the employee has the option to take com- 
pensatory time or pay for his overtime and to people above grade 9 provides the 
employer has the option to determine whether he should be given compensatory 
time or pay. 

(c) It provides that when an employee is required to return on a nonworkday, 
he shall be given at least 2 hours compensation or credit therefor. 

(d) It provides that overtime pay may be paid to an employee who is in travel 
status providing he is traveling within his regularly scheduled workweek or if it 
involves actual work while traveling. 

(e) It also provides for employees whose regular tour of duty cannot be deter- 
mined and whose hours are so irregular and the ascertainment of his overtime, 
night, and holiday work may be administratively infeasible that he might be 
compensated on an annual basis, within limits. This provision would cover 
Federal employees such as the Federal Bureau of Investigation, fire fighters, etc., 
not to exceed 25 percent under grade 9 inclusive, 15 percent over grade 9. 


2. NIGHT PAY 


Where employees have a regularly scheduled tour between 6 post meridian 
and 6 ante meridian, it will allow for the payment of the night differential (10 
percent) to those people on leave but only if such leave does not exceed a total 
of 8 hours for any pay period. This would allow such an employee to be com- 
pensated with night differential on nonwork scheduled holidays. 


3. HOLIDAY PAY 


This would allow the pay for time and a half in addition to employee’s basic 
pay instead of the now provided double time which was in lieu of his base pay. 
This in reality gives an extra half day period to that man who works on a non- 
work scheduled holiday. 
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4. INCENTIVE AWARDS 


(a) This authorizes the department heads to pay cash awards in recognition 
of meritorious suggestions, inventions, and superior accomplishments, etc, 

(b) It authorizes the President to pay a cash award in addition to the above 
and otherwise recognize the meritorious suggestions, etc. This might very well 
be called the presidential award and would be more of an honorary type than 
money, however, money is allowed. 


5. CRAFTS, PRODUCTIVE AND CUSTODIAL EMPLOYEES 


(a) This abolishes the CPC schedule under the Classification Act. 

(b) It places the CPC people under wage-board authority. With minor excep- 
tions where certain CPC people cannot be feasibly administered under the wage 
board, they are transferred to the general schedule under equivalent grades. 
Your copy of the bill shows the corresponding grades. 


6. UNIFORM ALLOWANCES 

This is cited as the Federal Employees’ Uniform Allowance Act. This allows 
Federal employees who are required by law or regulation to wear uniforms and 
who are not being furnished them to be compensated in lieu of the furnishing 
thereof not to exceed $100 per annum and it authorizes the Director of the 


Bureau of the Budget to promulgate the rules and regulations to bring this 
about. 


7. SUPERGRADES 


Under the present law of section 505 of the Classification Act of 1949, the 
supergrades are limited to 400. This would increase that amount to 700 but 
would not affect those supergrades provided by other existing laws such as in 
the Defense bills. Another way stated, this would place a maximum of 700 on 
super-grade positions. Under section 505 of the Classification Act, it retains 
the same restrictions on appointments of the grades in supergrades which are 
16, 17, and 18 but does not state in which grade the extra 300 should go. 

8. It broadens the entitlement for longevity step increases from grade 11 to 
grade 15, inclusive. Under the present law, longevity step increases are granted 
only up to and including grade 10. 

9. It repeals section 1310 of the Supplemental Appropriations Act of 1952, 
Public Law 253, 82d Congress. 

The CuamrMan. We are very happy that Senator Neely and Sena- 
tor Upton are here sitting in on the opening of the hearings. Other 
Senators will be here later. We are happy to have them with us. 

Our first witness will be Mr. William C. Doherty. We are happy to 
have you here to testify on this bill. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM C. DOHERTY, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION OF LETTER CARRIERS 


Mr. Donerry. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is William ©. Doherty. I am president of the National Asso- 
ciation of Letter Carriers, an organization founded in 1889, which 
represents 103,000 city, rural, and village letter carriers in all of the 
48 States, Hawaiian Islands, Alaska, and Puerto Rico. To the best 
of my knowledge, there are no Communists or other subversives en- 
rolled into membership im this association. For more than 65 years, 
we have upheld the Government of the United States and defended 
its Constitution. 

I wae here this morning for the purpose of declaring our un- 
qualified support of the excellent measure known as 8. 2665, which 
was introduced by the distinguished chairman of the Senate Post 
Office and Civil Service Committee, Hon. Frank Carlson, on January 
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11, 1954. Briefly stated, S. 2665 will correct many existing inequities 
in governmental personnel procedures and establish more uniform 
policy throughout the entire structure. 

A number of provisions contained in the measure do not apply to 
the field service of the Post Office Department, and for that reason, 
I shall refrain from making extensive comment on those items, except 
to say they are long overdue and will do much toward lifting Govern- 
ment employee morale. 

Removal from the CPC schedule of the Classification Act of 1949 
of those employees in the recognized trades and crafts, or other skilled 
mechanical crafts, as well as other employees, including supervisors 
and foremen who possess such knowledge and skills in the various 
crafts is most timely. Moreover, the amendment to provide for true 
time and one-half for overtime to those employees who come within 
the purview of the Classification Act of 1949 is highly commendable. 
The present ceiling on such overtime payments is $2,980 per annum. 

Of great significance to letter carriers and other postal people is the 
proposal under title IV, page 21, of S. 2665, to provide a uniform 
allowance to those required by regulations to wear such prescribed 
uniform. The $100 annual allowance is vitally necessary and would 
remove another glaring injustice presently existing throughout Fed- 
eral employment. For more than a decade, I have been appearing 
before this and other congressional committees, advocating that se- 
rious consideration be given to our modest request for such an allow- 
ance. 

Let me hasten to assure the members of this distinguished commit- 
tee that letter carriers and special delivery messengers everywhere are 
justly proud of the blue-gray uniforms they wear. However, they 
deem it most unfair to ask postal employees to pay for their own 
uniforms, while policemen, firemen, and others in civilian Govern- 
ment service have the cost of their uniforms borne by the Federal 
Government. 

In all fairness, it should be pointed out that there are more uni- 
formed people in the field service of the Post Office Department than 
will be found in all of the other agencies of Government combined, 
with the exception of persons in the Military Establishment. Letter 
carriers are finding it extremely difficult to purchase and maintain 
their winter and summer uniforms on their meager earnings at today’s 
inflated prices. Therefore, this particular section of S. 2665 is most 
laudable, and I trust that it will be retained in the bill finally reported 
to the Senate. 

It is most wholesome to note the provisions of title V, Miscellaneous 
Provisions, appearing on page 23 of S. 2665. In simple language, 
section 1310 of the Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1952, Public 
Law 253, 82d Congress, as amended, and known as the Whitten rider, 
is repealed. 

I have no hesitancy in saying that the Whitten rider has done 
irreparable harm to the field service of the Post Office Department. 
Appointments to classified positions have been limited in scope and 
the Postmaster General finds it almost impossible to recruit personnel 
on a temporary or indefinite basis. 

Persons seeking appointments should have an absolute assurance 
that they will one day become regular classified civil service employees. 


Lore rerenay 
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No rider on any appropriations act has ever done more damage to the 
morale of Federal workers generally, and postal workers in particular, 
than the Whitten amendment, and it is highly commendable, indeed, 
to note that S. 2665 calls for outright repeal. 

Let me take this opportunity to express my profound thanks to 
Senator Frank Carlson for having introduced S. 2665 and my appre- 
ciation to the members of the committee for having given me the - 
portunity to appear here today in full and complete support of 5. 
9665. I hope and pray that the measure is favorably reported and 
adopted at an early date. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Doherty, we appreciate very much your ap- 
pearance before our committee. 

As I understand it, now, you fully endorse this bill as president of 
the National Association of Letter Carriers. 

Mr. Donerty. Wholeheartedly. There are no strings attached to 
the endorsement. It has our unswerving support, and particularly 
so since it does correct this uniform situation. Here we have a situa- 
tion wherein the first session of the 83d Congress, this very Congress, 
adopted a pay proposal for policemen and firemen in the District of 
Columbia. With that proposal, went an allowance for uniforms. All 
of the policemen and firemen here in the District of Columbia have a 
uniform allowance as do those on the Capitol Police force on Capitol 
Hill. Their uniform costs are borne by the Federal Government, but 
the underpaid letter carrier here in the District of Columbia and else- 
where has to dig down in his pocket and pay for his uniform and I 
think that is a glaring injustice which this bill is designed to correct, 
and I compliment the chairman for placing that particular provision 
in the measure. 

Senator Nrety. Mr. Chairman, please let me join in your expression 
of appreciation of Mr. Doherty’s statement. 

In the next to the last sentence of the first paragraph of Mr. 
Doherty’s printed statement there appears the following: “To the 
best of my knowledge, there are no Communists or other subversives 
enrolled in ae in this association.” 

I commend Mr. Doherty and his patriotic organization for keep- 
ing themselves absolutely free of communistic taints. 

If every other organization had been as loyal, alert, and courageous, 
as Mr. Doherty’s has been, there would be no serious communistic 
problem in the United States today. I congratulate the Letter Car- 
riers upon having Mr. Doherty for their president. 

Mr. Douerry. I thank the Senator. 

Senator Upton. I think nothing remains for me to do except to en- 
dorse the remarks already made by the chairman and Senator Neely. 

The CuarrMan. Thank you very much, Mr. Doherty. 

The next witness is Mr. Leo E. George, president of the National 


Federation of Post Office Clerks. 


STATEMENT OF LEO E. GEORGE, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL 
FEDERATION OF POST OFFICE CLERKS 


Mr. Grorce. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, for 
identifi :ation, I am Leo E. George, president of the National Federa- 
tion of Post Office Clerks, and also chairman of the Government Em- 
ployees’ Council of the American Federation of Labor. 
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I am here in support of S. 2665, introduced by Senator Frank Carl- 
son. I certainly appreciate the friendly inte rest that you and mem- 
bers of your committee have shown in including a number of items 
in this bill that have for a long time needed correction. 

The Cuairman. I want to state for the record that we have a fine 
committee and the members of the committee are deeply interested in 
the welfare of the workers of the Federal Government. 

Senator Neriy. Mr. Chairman, please let me add that this com- 
mittee has one of the best of all the Republican chairmen, who have 
ever even wielded a gavel. 

The CuarrMan. Thank you. 

Mr. Grorce. In that respect, I have been appearing before this 
committee for about 30 years, and while I am unfamiliar with the 
political situation as it exists around the country, it has been my 
experience that in appearances before the Post Office Committee of 
the Senate and of the House, that I don’t know of any time where 
party politics have entered into the discussion of bills before this com- 
mittee. 

I think it has been a fine committee and I agree with Senator Neely ; 
it is one of the finest committees in the Congress. 

As representatives of the organizations afliliated with the Govern- 
ment Employees’ Council will present their views, it is my purpose 
to confine most of my remarks to those sections affecting postal 
employees. 

We favor the enactment of title III, Government employees’ incen- 
tive awards, as an improvement and extension of the act of Decem- 
ber 3, 1945, which it repeals, and urge that the authority granted be 
exercised to a greater extent. 

We believe the principle in title 1V, uniform allowances, is sound 
and just legislation. I am not sure that the maximum of $100 per 
year is sufficient. I do believe that where an employee is required to 
wear distinctive apparel in the performance of his duties, such uni- 
form should be provided. 

I would suggest, however, a change in the wording in line 1, page 22. 
Section 402, beginning at line 25, page 21, now reads: 

Any civilian officer or employee of the United States who is required by regu- 
lation now existing or by law 
et cetera. I suggest and urge that the words “now existing” be elim- 
inated. As it now reads, it would be of no benefit to employees affected 
by future regulations. 

Title V, headed “Miscellaneous Provisions,” reads as follows: 

Section 501. Section 1310 of the Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1952 (Public 
Law 253, 82d Cong.), as amended, is hereby repealed. 

We are strongly in favor of the enactment of that provision of 
S. 2665 and we beseech this committee and the Congress to effect its 
enactment at the earliest possible date. 

However well-intentioned the proposal and the enactment of the 
so-called Whitten Act, its effect, particularly upon the field service of 
the Post Office Department, has been highly detrimental. It has cre- 
ated confusion and a serious lowering of morale as well as loss of 
efficiency. 

During the fiscal year ending June 30, 1950, the postal service 
handled 45,063,737,000 pieces of mail with 363,774 full-time em- 
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ployees and 136,804 part-time employees. The part-time employees 
were substitutes and temporary employees. Temporary employees 
were made necessary because of emergency conditions, partly because 
of the reluctance of the Post Office Department to recruit the working 
force to meet what was reasonably considered to be a temporary con- 
dition, and partly due to inability to secure regular employees with 
the desired qualifications because of the low salaries that made it im- 

possible to compete with private employment. 

The Whitten Act prohibited recruitment of the regular reraniee, ae 
ployees to a number in excess of the complement of September , 1950. 

During the fiscal year ending June 30, 1951, the Sab service 
handled 46,904,410,000 pieces of mail with 352,017 full-time e mployees 
and 146,169 part-time employees. This was an increase of 4.09 
percent in volume of mail with a decrease of approximately 10,000 
full-time employees and approximately the same increase in the num- 
ber of the part-time employees, who, because of the Whitten Act, were 
all temporary employees. 

In the fiscal year ending June 30, 1952, the number of pieces of mail 
handled was 49,740,510,000, an increase of 6 percent, and the number of 
full-time employees was 555,143 and the number of part-time em- 
ployees 168,614. The increase in the number of full-time employees 
was due to the return of regular employees from the Armed Forces. 
The increase in part-time employees was largely, if not entirely, in 
temporary employees. Similar figures for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1953, are not available. 

In his report for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1952, the Postmaster 
General stated: 


IixrrRact FroM THE Report OF THE POSTMASTER GENERAL, Fiscan YEAR ENDED 
JUNE 30, 1952 


PERSON NEL 


The total number of postal employees at the end of the fiscal vear 1952 was 
523,757, of which 520,816 were employed in the field service and 2,941 in the 
departmental service. The total at the close of the previous year was 498,237. 

The Post Office Department is one of the largest employers of men and women 
in the country, and, excepting only the Department of Defense, is the largest in 
the Federal Government. 

A disturbing personnel problem during the year, of detrimental effect on oper- 
ating efficiency, resulted from the application of section 1302 of the Supplemental 
Appropriation Act of 1951 (the Whitten rider), implemented by Executive Order 
10180 and Civil Service Commission regulations which prohibited the making of 
permanent appointments on and after December 1, 1950. 

As a consequence, at the end of the fiscal year 1952, the postal service had on 
the rolls nearly 100,000 temporary employees. These employees, called “indefi- 
nite’ employees, had no permanent status whatsoever. Yet, many of them had 
qualified for their positions by competitive tests that would have given them 
permanent status were it not for this prohibition. 

In these circumstances, there could hardly be expected of them the same 
application to duty and the same interest in performing good service for the 
public as would be the case if they had the security and incentive of permanency. 
Moreover, their feeling of precarious tenure made training difficult, and espe- 
cially so as to the learning and relearning of distribution schemes, which is so 
essential in the handling of the mail. 


In numerous offices where civil-service eligible lists have been es- 
tablished, numbers of applicants who have passed the civil-service 
examination and attained ratings near the top of the lists have de- 

44452 
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clined appointments to temporary positions. Therefore, the postal 
service is not getting the services even of the best-qualified appli- 
cants. This cannot help but be true also in other departments and 
agenc ies. 

~ Whatever may have been the real purpose of the original pro- 
posal, it should be obvious that a service such as the postal service, 
that is experiencing an increase in volume of 3 to 6 or 7 percent 

each year, cannot continue to give satisfactory service without an 
increase in efficient personnel. 

It has been demonstrated repeatedly that real economy arises from 
the employment of regular employees who have a pride in the service 
and who have a reasonable assurance of tenure in their positions and 
advancement upon their demonstrated skill and efficiency. 

A graphic example of this was the handling of the extra mails dur- 
ing the recent Christmas period. The Postmaster General had issued 
instructions that regular employees should be used on an overtime 
basis, where practicable, with a consequent reduction in Christmas 
temporary help. The majority of postmasters, not all of them, but 
a majority, followed the spirit as well as the letter of the instructions, 
with the result that the Postmaster General stated, in a news release 
January 6, 1954: 


The Post Office Department broke all records for the number of pieces of 
mail handled and did so at a lower operating cost during the recent holiday 
mail season. 

A tabulation of telegraphic reports from the 100 largest post offices of the 
country for the period from October 1 to December 27, 1953, and for the cor- 
responding period in 1952, shows 1953 mail volume of total pieces handled 
up 4 percent to 9 billion 200 million pieces of mail, with approximate decreases 
in operating costs of $4,800,000 under last year. 

In a release dated December 31, 1953, Mr. Summerfield said: 


We made greater use of the expert knowledge and experience of regular 
postal employees by using their services on an overtime basis * * * rather than 
hiring large numbers of inexperienced temporary employees. 

In the interest of better morale, increased efficiency, and justice to 
employees desirous of security of tenure and recognition of merito- 
rious service, we urge that the Whitten Act be repealed. 

The Cuarrman, Mr. George, we appreciate very much your state- 
ment. Personally, I was very pleased to note that the first section 
mentioned title III, which deals with incentive awards. I think 
that has great possibility. I hope we can secure approval of this 
legislation, because we do, in the Federal service, have many people 
who come up with ideas, and in my opinion, they have not been 
properly rewarded. 

Mr. Grorce. I also hope that the authority will be exercised to a 
greater extent than in the past. 

I have a statement here From the president of our New York City 
local, who requested that I enter it into the record. 

The Cuarrman. If there is no objection, it will be made a part 
of the record. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF EPHRAIM HANDMAN, PRESIDENT, Loca 10, NATIONAL FEDERATION 
or Post OFFICE CLERKS 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Ephraim Handman. 
I am president of local 10, National Federation of Post Office Clerks, represent- 
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ing 10,vu0 postal clerks employed in the New York, N. Y., post office. In the 
first place, I wish to express my appreciation to the members of this committee 
and especially to its distinguished chairman, Hon. Frank Carlson, for this oppor- 
tunity to express the views of my members concerning 8S. 2665. 

While the main portion of the proposed legislation does not affect postal 
employees, there are two sections which directly concern their welfare. These 
may be found under title IV and title V. 

Title IV provides for uniform allowances of up to $100 for postal employees 
who require such uniforms in the performance of their duties. It is true that 
postal clerks do not have to wear uniforms. Nevertheless, I wish to express our 
approval and support of a uniform allowance for letter carriers, guards, and 
such other postal employees as may be required to wear uniforms. Requiring 
these employees to purchase their own uniforms has been a long-standing in- 
justice, and the author of this bill is to be commended for desiring to correct 
this inequity. 

Title V provides for the repeal of section 1310 of the Supplemental Appropria- 
tion Act, 1952, which is usually referred to as the Whitten amendment. The re- 
peal of this section would be a great boon to the postal employees and would be 
of immeasurable aid to the administration of the postal service. The original 
enactment of the Whitten amendment created a new type of postal employee: 
the indefinite employee. The postal service has been flooded with many thou- 
sands of these employees. Although they have qualified on civil-service examina- 
tions, the restrictions of the Whitten amendment have prevented them from be- 
coming permanent employees. This has created a three-fold harmful effect : 


1. Many qualified eligibles will not accept appointment to the postal service 
because they desire a permanent, and not an indefinite, status. 

2. Those who accept indefinite status have no incentive to acquire essen- 
tial skills and lack the interest in their work which naturally develops in 
career employees. The morale of indefinite employees is very low. 

3. The Post Office Department has been a great loser. The turnover in the 
ranks of the indefinites is tremendous. The Department is, therefore, re- 
quired to undergo the cost of training new employees constantly, and the 
Civil Service Commission has to give examination upon examination in order 
to secure qualified employees who will accept indefinite employment. 


Another class of employee which has suffered from the Whitten amendment 
are those who left the service and have subsequently been reinstated. Under the 
existing law reinstatements cannot be made on a permanent basis. Those who 
are reinstated are classified as indefinites in lieu of reinstatement, and are con- 
stantly faced with the uncertainty of their future in the postal service. 

Observation of the working of the Whitten amendment in the largest post office 
in the country has led my local to the uavoidable conclusion that its repeal would 
improve the quality of employees recruited, would boost the morale, and, conse- 
quently, the level of production of the present indefinite employees, and would 
eliminate the waste caused by the constant turnover of employees already on the 
rolls. 

However well intentioned the Whitten amendment may have been, it has had 
the unfortunate effect of striking at the very roots of the established civil-service 
structure. In the interests of good and efficient government, it should be re- 
pealed. I wish to take this opportunity to thank the Hon. Frank Carlson 
for having included title V in S. 2665, and to urge that it be reported favorably by 


this committee. 

Senator Nreety. Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that the amendment 
suggested on page 1 of Mr. George’s statement should be made. The 
words “now existing” should be eliminated, if, as I assume, there is 
no intention of excluding future employees from the benefits of the 


bill. 


The CuatrmMan. We will look into that when we get to writing the 
bill. 
Mr. Groree. My thought was that it was inadvertent language, and 


unless someone called attention to it, the purpose of the law could be 
obviated. 


The Cuaiman. Senator Jenner—— 
Senator JENNER. No questions. 
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The CuHarrman. Senator Pastore—— 

Senator Pasrorr. No questions. 

The Cuarmman. Senator Monroney— 

Senator Monroney. No questions. 

The CuatMan. Senator Upton—— 

Senator Upron. No questions. 

The CHarmman. Senator Daniel—— 

Senator Danie. No questions. 

The Cuairman. Senator Lennon—— 

Senator Lennon. No questions. 

The CuatrMan. The next witness is Mr. E. W. McCabe, chairman 
of the committee on legislation for the National Association of Inter- 
nal Revenue Employees. 

Mr. McCabe, | don’t believe we have mimeographed copies of your 
statement for the committee. 


STATEMENT OF EDWARD W. McCABE, CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE ON 
LEGISLATION, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF INTERNAL REVENUE 
EMPLOYEES 


Mr. McCape. I am sorry, sir; that is the fact. 

Honorable chairman, Senator Frank Carlson, and distinguished 
members of the Committee on Post Office and Civil Service, first, J 
would like to thank you for the opportunity to present this brief to 
your committee and to endorse and suggest certain changes to S. 
2665, entitled, A bill to amend the Classification Act of 1949, as amend- 
ed, and the Federal Employees Pay Act of 1945, as amended, and for 
other purposes.” 

1 am Edward W. McCabe, Nashville, Tenn., chairman of the com- 
mittee on legislation for the National Association of Internal Rev- 
enue Employees. I am an employee of the Internal Revenue Serv- 
ice and am here on annual leave from my position with the district 
director’s office in Nashville, Tenn. 

Our association is composed only of internal revenue snipe 
and at this time we have more than 21,000 members. We are an in- 
dependent association and are not affiliated with any other saieane 
group. 

At the outset, I would like to offer this statement. We, of the In- 
ternal Revenue Service, have been entrusted with a great responsi- 
bility, that of collecting all internal revenue taxes, which, this past 
year, amounted to around $70 billions. In most of the Government 
agencies, employees are permitted to perform outside employment, 
with limited restrictions, but in the case of an internal revenue em- 
ployee, since the work in the Service affects every business, there is 
very little outside employment which an Internal Revenue Service 
employee can perform, thereby limiting his income to that gained 
with the service. 

He, more than any other employee, in the United States Govern- 
ment, must depend on his paycheck for his very existence. Com- 
parably, the salaries of the Internal Revenue Service are no higher 
than any other Government service. Admittedly, there is no way you 
could put the internal-revenue employees in a special ategory ‘for 
salary. I merely mention this for whatever it may be worth in the 
deliberations of you gentlemen. 
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We, of the National Association of Internal Revenue Employees, 
are impressed with the many benefits which will be obtained if this 
bill becomes law. Mr. Carlson, if I may be so bold as to say it, you 
and your committee have long been champions of the cause for ‘the 
Federal employee. Your bill “will be a great help and is stepping in 
the right direction. 

We favor, as you have introduced, the overtime provisions of your 
bill. At the same time we would like to recommend that a provision 
be incorporated in your bill which would allow each agency submit- 
ting a budget to estimate the overtime which will be required to be 
worked and additional funds be provided for necessary overtime work. 

In the Internal Revenue Service most of the field employees will 
average 5 to 8 days of overtime during the income-tax-filing period. 
Compensatory time is granted for this work since we already have a 
close budget. Too often the employee will have more leave than he 
can already take, especially this year, with the provision that anyone 
having over the 30-day ceiling must take additional days up to 9, 
if he has 39 or more days to his leave credit. 

In 1953 many of our employees lost considerable leave. While I 
realize that the Appropriations Committee is charged with the respon- 
sibility of providing funds, yet, if each agency were required to submit 
separate budgets for overtime, the amount allotted would be earmarked 
for that purpose. 

We are in favor of the provision of your bill for holiday work and 
request that the part which relates to night work be extended to 
internal-revenue special agents, collection officers, and agents who, 
because of certain phases of their work, must perform same at night. 
We would also urge that you provide in your bill that Federal em- 
ployees be allowed eight holidays each year. If the holiday comes 
on a Saturday, the preceding Friday would be granted as a holiday. 

We favor the increasing of superjobs from 400 to 700. 

We wholeheartedly support your longevity provisions. 

We favor the quick and complete repeal of the Whitten rider which 
has been a mil'stone around the necks of operating agencies. Half 
of our employees are on an indefinite basis because of this rider. 
There is much unrest and certainly breeding grounds for poor morale 
in the indefinite status of many employees. One of the best boosts in 
employee morale would take place with the repeal of this rider. Then, 
too, there are many fully competent employees who are held down 
because of the Whitten rider. Our illustrious Commissioner of Inter- 
nal Revenue, the Honorable T. Coleman Andrews, has said that he 
would not hesitate to push an employee from a low grade to a high one 
if he was qualified and could do the job better than one who was in a 
higher grade. 

The Whitten rider often prevents the best employee from obtaining 
the position. In addition, there is the confusion that results from 
the administration of this rider. A career employee with many years 
of service gets a promotion; it must be made t tempor ary—with certain 
recent modifications. No employee ever feels quite sure in a tempo- 
rary or an indefinite status. I think one of the great services you 
gentlemen can do for the Federal employee and management as well 
is to obtain the repeal of this rider. 

Your employee incentive awards program is most acceptable and we 
enthusiastically endorse and favor its passage. 
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Mr. Chairman, | have an insert, here, which I didn’t have originally, 
and it isn’t in the bill. However, if I might, off the record, add this, 
with your permission, first. 

The Cuaiman. I have no objection if you offer it as part of the 
record. No doubt it is something you are interested in. 

Mr. McCare. We would like to especially urge the adoption of the 
proposal to authorize the use of one of the within- grade salary steps 
as minimum rate for inception salaries. This will enable the Federal 
Government to compete with private industry in certain critical 
employment areas, and will permit employme nt of well-qualified 
personnel in positions difficult to fill at minimum rate of grade. 

We would also urge that you include in your omnibus billa provision 
to increase per diem expense from $9 to $12, and that reimbursement 
for mileage be increased from 7 cents to 10 cents a mile. You gentle- 
men travel, and you know it is impossible to stay at a first-rate hotel 
and eat on $9 a day. 

Seven cents a mile is far from being adequate to provide for cost 
of gas, oil, depreciation, et cetera. A recent study was printed in one 
of our leading magazines, and it concluded that it took 10 cents a mile 
to operate an automobile. 

The other provisions of your bill, while they will not generally affect 
Internal Revenue Service employees, are proper and looked upon 
with favor. 

We sincerely hope that your committee will obtain passage of S. 
2665 and will give consideration to incorporating such minor changes 
as we have recommended. 

Thank you again for the opportunity of presenting this brief to 
your committee. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. McCabe, we appreciate very much your appear- 
ance before the committee, and I assure you your suggestions will be 
given consideration when we begin to work on the bill. 

Are there questions? 

Senator Monroney. Mr. Chairman, I wish you would explain 
this section 204, Time and Travel Status. If you are on a first-class 
airplane or a train and it takes you an extra 3 hours, do you get time 
and one-half for that ? 

Mr. McCase. No, sir. 

Senator Monroney. I have read this several times, and I don’t quite 
understand the meaning of it. 

It is on page 12 of the bill. 

Mr. McCase. Asa matter of fact, Senator, most of our travel is done 
before and after office hours. Our men are usually there at the place 
they might be working on that morning, and they don’t even get 
compensatory time for it. 

Senator Monroney. I think something needs to be cleared up. If 
2 man takes a sleeper to New York, it should be clear whether he gets 
that overtime for travel or not. 

Subsection (b) has to do with performance of work while traveling 
or carried out under arduous conditions. 

Senator Cooper. Would section (a) cover that, in its reference to 
within the days and hours? 

Senator Monroney. Will you pay overtime for 4 hours of riding 
in a DC-6? 
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The Cuairman. I will be glad to read the Civil Service Regulations 
where they try to explain it. 

Time and Travel Status: Section 202 (d) of that title would provide that time 
spent in a travel status away from the official duty station of any officer or 
employee shall be considered as hours of employment only when (a) within the 
days and hours of such officer’s or employee’s regularly scheduled workweek, 
ineluding regularly scheduled overtime, or (b) the travel involves the performance 
of work while traveling or is carried out under arduous conditions. 

This section would enact into law the principle currently expressed in rules 
of the Comptroller General on overtime of employees in the travel status, The 
Commission enforces this provision. 

I assume from that statement, all we are doing is writing into law 
what the General Accounting Office is now doing. 

I mene quote from their statement. 

We will, however, go into this. 

Are there any further questions? If not, we thank you, Mr. 
McCabe. 

The next witness is James A. Campbell, president of the American 
Federation of Government Employees. 

Mr. Campbell, we are always happy to have you testify before this 
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committee, and we are pleased to have you here this morning. 


STATEMENT OF JAMES A. CAMPBELL, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN 
FEDERATION OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES 


Mr. Campse.ti. Thank you, Senator. 

For the record, I am James A. Campbell, president of the American 
Federation of Government Employees, whose membership extends to 
practically all departments and most agencies of the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

I would like to say, as a preliminary comment, that Senator Carlson 
is to be commended for introducing a bill which attacks so many 
vital problems in one measure. The bill proposes several important 
improvements relating to issues in which the American Federation of 
Government Employees has been interested for a long time, and in 
which we have repeatedly made recommendations. 

. It is heartening to have these matters actively before the Congress 
and receiving the serious consideration that I know that the committee 
will give these proposals. 

The American Federation of Government Employees is in agree- 
ment with the purpose of title I of the bill, which would have the 
effect of abolishing the crafts, protective and custodial schedule of the 
Classification Act, and transferring to the general schedule and to the 
local prevailing-rate system, the positions now assigned to the CPC 
schedule. This would end the disparity which has existed between 
the rates of pay for manual positions under the Classification Act and 
the prevailing-rate system. 

Title II, premium compensation, would provide some badly needed 
corrections of the existing overtime pay law. The American Federa- 
tion of Government Employees stands for time and one-half payment 
for overtime duty for all employees, regardless of amount of salary. 

As I read this bill, the maximum premium rate for grade GS-9 
would become the overtime rate for all positions up to the maximum 
of grade GS-15. Even if no premium pay were provided beyond 
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GS-9, I believe that in principle it does not appear to be sound to 
reduce the overtime rate below the straight-time rate. 

This is what would happen in the case of a position paid at the 
rate for the second step for GS-13. Other than that, the bill is a very 
definite improvement over existing law. It raises the limitation on 
overtime compensation and relates that limitation to a grade range and 
not a specific numerical salary rate. 

When full payment for overtime was limited to a salary of $2,980, 
that figure was the entrance rate for CAF—now GS-7. Due to in- 
crease of rates, the limitation now is effective after the maximum rate 
for GS-1. Employees above the third step in GS-2 and the first step 
in GS-3, likewise, may not receive full overtime payment. The result 
is that only 14 percent of all employees covered by the Classification 
Act are now eligible for receiving full time and one-half. 

The same comment I have made regarding the limitation on over- 
time applies to the provision in the bill restricting the permium holi- 
day rate to the maximum scheduled rate for GS-9. The bill does, 
however, provide a higher holiday premium up to the maximum of 
GS-9, and does materially improve the existing situation. 

I must object to the discretionary provision of premium pay for 
hours of duty which regularly exceed 40 hours, and which consist 
in long periods in a ste :ndby status. There should be a mandatory 
provision calling for not less than 25 percent differential, instead of 
the discretion in the proposed amendment to section 401 of the 1945 
Pay Act, as amended, appearing in line 9, page 15, of the bill. This 
could be interpreted to mean no premium at all. 

The 15 percent differential provided in the proposed amendment to 
section 401 (b) of the Pay Act, on pages 15 and 16 of the bill is 
wholly inadequate in cases where the unusual conditions would pre- 
vail over a substantial portion of the work year. This percentage 
maximum might well be increased to 25 percent, and some assurance 
given of a minimum premium for ooh onerous hours of duty. 

Amendment of section 603 of the Pay Act of 1945 is desirable and 
brings the overtime law closer to the principle of overtime pay for all 
employees, regardless of amount of salary. 

I concur most heartily in the proposal in the amendment of section 
604 of the amended Pay Act of 1945. Considerable inconvenience 
and hardship have been caused by abrupt changes in scheduling of 
work. Except in cases of real emergency, this is not necessary and is 
usually the case of inefficient management or utter disregard of the 
interests of employees, or both. 

Title III of the bill makes a potentially great contribution to good 
management and to the tremendous benefits which can accrue from 
an equitable incentive award program. As the bill is written, it re- 
moves the limits arbitrarily placed on the amount which the Govern- 
ment is permitted to pay an employee for a single method, device, 
suggestion, or instance of superior accomplishment. 

‘At present, virtually all legislation for this purpose limits the 
amount an agency may pay to an employee or which may be distrib- 
uted for this purpose | in a single month or fiscal year. In the case 
of the act of August 2, 1946, which set up the award program, gen- 
really applicable to all agencies, the limit 1s $1,000 for one award and 
$25.000 for all awards by a single department in one fiscal year. 

I would like to suggest that the bill be worded to make it clear that 
there will be no limit of the amount paid as a single award or as the 
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total ameunt which an agency may distribute for this purpose in any 
one fiscal year. The provision that the results of the program be 
reported to Congress places the desired safeguard on its operation. 

The Federal Government has been lax and penurious in recogniz- 
ing the outstanding contributions and accomplishments of its em- 
ployees. Many instances can be cited. One that comes to my mind 
is the inventor of the rifle that bears his name, John C. Garand. 
In World War I, he turned over all rights to a machinegun he in- 
vented to the Government and received no monetary reward. 

There are many Government employees who have been performing 
their duties in a manner far beyond the ordinary requirements of 
the job. 

An ordnance engineer at the Aberdeen (Md.) Proving Ground 
developed a camera “hav ing 10 times the speed of such equipment avail- 
able for research use and costing less than one-third the former 
price of $25,000 to $30,000. 

Outstanding contributions are not all made by professional tech- 
nicians. A machinist working for the Public Health Service has been 
redesigning and improving equipment and instruments used in the 
hospital division. A number of lives were saved as a result of his 
ability to provide surgical instruments needed when new ones were 
largely unavailable during World War II. 

Numerous awards have been made to Federal employees for develop- 
ing unusual improvements to equipment. The savings shown have 
been large dollarwise, but of even greater benefits in ways that cannot 
be measured. Such an instance was the development of an outstand- 
ing improvement to Army communications equipment which won the 
highest award.of the Signal Corps. 

This achievement by an employee of the corps doubled the circuit 

capacity of Signal Corps long-range radio equipment, producing 11 
additional circuits. This represented a saving of more than $160,000 
for each circuit, or a total savings approximating $1,700,000. The 
employee responsible received $1,780, scarcely an adequate award for 
such a large saving. 

When hostilities broke out in Korea, there developed an increased 
demand for a device known as a sniperscope. This is an attachment 
to small-arms equipment which permits more accurate firing. Twelve 
to eighteen months was the required time for producing the sniper- 
scope. An employee at the Granite City (III) Engineer Depot de- 
veloped an adapter for mounting the sniperscope on a standard ecar- 
bine. This made the attachment available within 90 days. The em- 
ployee was awarded $1,000. Earlier he had received $275, 

Another employee with imagination reduced the cost from $1,000,- 
000 to $31,000 of correcting the penton of the main propulsion 
bearing of a naval vessel. The N ‘avy ship inspector who was re- 
sponsible for this saving proposed doing it a simpler and less costly 
way. A commercial steel concern agreed to do the job according to 
his suggestion and the inspector supervised the job. He received a 
three-step salary increase for his suggestion. 

I am in hearty accord with the ‘objective of title IV of the bill, 
which provides allowances for employees required to wear uniforms. 
The American Federation of Government Employees has long urged 
the enactment of just such a provision. It was urgent some years ago, 
and it is no less urgent at the present time. 
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The limit placed on this allowance in the amount of $100 a year is 
not adequate, in view of the high cost of special-type clothing. This 
provision should relieve the e mployee of all of the expense of “supply- 
ing himself with a uniform and maintaining it in presentable condi- 
tion. 

Many employees are required to wear a uniform while on duty. 
They include customs and immigration inspectors, custodial officers 
of the Prison Service, customs port patrol officers, members of the 
border patrol of the Immigration and Naturalization Service, and 
guards in the public buildings i in Washington and elsewhere. Then 
there are members of fire-fighting forces, nurses and attendants at 
Veterans’ Administration and Public Health Service hospitals, ele- 
vator operators, as well as the many uniformed employees of the 
Post Office Department. 

It is not just to one employee to require him or her to wear certain 
clothing at personal expense and then pay exactly the same rate of pay 
to another employee for the same level of responsibility in a position 
for which there is no such requirement. It is a reduction of the 
employee’s pay and it occurs in positions for which the rate of pay 
is already inadequate. 

It is not a valid argument that in some cases part or all of the uni- 
form can be worn off duty. In many cases, this is not at all true. Usu- 
ally the uniform must be of very durable material to withstand hard 
usage, and represents a substantial investment. It is constantly sub- 
ject to damage in the course of daily duties. Wearing part of a uni- 
form off duty is of no help to the employee or the Government. It 
would wear it out and require replacement that much sooner. 

I believe, therefore, that the employee should be initially outfitted 
and given more than $100 for replacement. Possible abuse can be 
prevented by adequate administrative safeguards. 

Title V has the unqualified and complete support of the American 
Federation of Government Employees. It is long overdue. To repeal 
the Whitten amendment would save the Government large sums and 
restore the possibility of operating the civil-service system on a 
sounder basis. It will not, unfortunately, undo the very great harm 
that has been done to the Federal civil service during the years in 
which this provision has been in effect. 

I repeat, Mr. Chairman, that S. 2665 includes many worthwhile 
objectives, and with the few changes I have indicated, I believe it 
should be enacted without delay. 

I appreciate greatly the opportunity I have been accorded to discuss 
the provisions of this measure. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Campbell, we appreciate very much your state- 
ment. before the committe on the proposed legislation. 

Are there questions by any members of the committee ? 

If not, we appreciate very much your testimony. 

The hearings will continue tomorrow morning at 10 o'clock. 

We have a number of witnesses. The hearings will proceed on 
Thursday morning at 10 o’clock and at that time we will hear the 
Government agencies. 

The committee will now go into executive session. 

(Whereupon, at 10:45 a. m., the committee proceeded in executive 
session. ) 
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WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 24, 1954 


Unirep Srates SENATE, 
Comm ItTree ON Post Orrice AnD Civii SERVICE, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a. m., in room 135, 
Senate Office Building, Senator James H. Duff presiding. 

Present: Senators Duff, Pastore, Monroney, and Lennon. 

Senator Durr. The committee will please come to order. 

The first witness this morning is Mr. Jesse V. Horton, legislative 
representative of the National Association of Postal Supervisors. 


STATEMENT OF JESSE V. HORTON, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTA- 
TIVE, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF POSTAL SUPERVISORS 


Mr. Horron. I am Jesse V. Horton, legislative representative of the 
National Association of Postal Supervisors, whose 19,500 members 
occupy supervisory positions ranging from clerk in charge to assistant 
postmaster in first- and second-class post offices throughout the Nation. 

Titles I and II of the bill under consideration would amend the 
Classification Act of 1949, which covers all Federal civil employees 
except those in the postal field service. Title II would raise the maxi- 
mum salary on which overtime may be paid from the present $2,980 
to the maximum rate in grade GS-15, presently $11,800, with provision 
that the maximum rate to be used in computation of overtime pay- 
ments would be the top rate in grade GS-9, now $5,810. 

The Postal Classification Act provides for overtime payments to 
employees whose salaries are not more than $4,070 but employees and 
supervisors above that rate cannot be paid for overtime, except that 
during the Christmas season in Desember those up to $4,970 may be 
paid overtime for Saturd: ay and Sunday service if service needs pre- 
vent their taking compensatory time off. It is necessary that clerks 
and carriers work in excess of 8 hours duri ing occasional heavy mailing 
periods and during the Christmas season, for which they are paid 
overtime and their supervisors must work the same hours in directing 
the operations but they are not paid overtime. This is a real injustice. 

Surely, it is the intent of Congress in considering this bill, to provide 
fair and ‘equitable payment for extra hours of service performed by 
Federal employees, and just as surely, it should not be considered 
proper or desirable to omit a considerable number of employees, about 
21,000 in all, from fair and equitable payment for service performed. 

Again, I remind you that this bill in its present form does not cover 
postal supervisors, though supervisors in all other Federal services 
would be covered. We therefore urge and recommend that a new 
title VI be added following title V, to read: 
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Titte VI—Postrat Fretp SERVICE OVERTIMI 


Sec. 601. (a) Section 3 (c) of the Act of July 6, 1945 (Public Law 134, Seventy- 
ninth Congress), as amended, is further amended to read: 

“(c) The Postmaster General may, if the exigencies of the service require, 
authorize the payment of overtime to employees other than supervisory employees 
whose base salaries, exclusive of longevity salary, are more than the maximum 
scheduled rate of basic compensation for grade GS-15 in the Classification Act 
of 1949, as amended, for services performed on Saturdays, Sundays, and on 
Christmas Day during the month of December, in lieu of compensatory time.” 

(b) Section 3 (d) of such Act is further amended to read : 

“(d) Supervisory employees whose base salaries, exclusive of longevity salary, 
are more than the maximum scheduled rate of basic compensation provided for 
grade GS-15 in the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, shall be allowed 
compensatory time for services performed on Saturdays, Sundays, and on Christ- 
mas Day during the month of December, within one hundred and eighty days 
from the days such service was performed.” 

(c) Section 4 of such Act is amended by striking out the period at the end 
thereof and adding “‘whose base salaries, exclusive of longevity salary, are more 
than the maximum scheduled rate of basic compensation provided for grade 
GS-15 in the Classification Act of 1949, as amended: Provided, That the maxi- 
mum rate to be used for computation of overtime payments shall be the maximum 


. 


rate provided for grade GS-9 in the Classification Act of 1949, as amended.” 

This amendment would provide for postal supervisors the same fair 
and equitable provision for overtime payment as for all other Federal 
employees and eliminate frequent highly undesirable situations 
where the overtime earnings of a clerk increase his take-home pay to 
an amount greater than that of his supervisor . We urge your favorable 
consideration of this proposal. 

Title ILI of the bill would set wp an incentive award system which 
would encourage employees to suggest improvements and changes in 
methods or polici ies in the interest of efficienc y and economy in Govern- 
ment operations. We are sure that the savings to the Government 
through improved methods and reduced costs “would far exceed the 
awards paid, and we heartily support this measure. 

Title IV would authorize an annual allowance to Federal employees 
who are required to wear uniforms, to defray the initial and mainte- 
nance cost of their uniforms. It seems unfair that letter carriers, 
guards, and many other employees must purchase and maintain at 
their own expense, the uniforms which they are required by law or 
regulation to wear. We believe that this measure to relieve them of 
this personal expense is fully justified, and we urge its approval. 

Title V would repeal the Whitten amendment, which since 1950 has 
prevented classified appointments, causing most serious administrative 
difficulties and increasing operation expense. For more than 3 years 
only temporary appointments have been possible and though the 
postal service has been traditionally a career service, its efficiency has 
been adversely affected by this restriction because many person well 
qualified to become excellent postal employees have been unwilling to 
accept temporary employment and have sought more permanent em- 
ployment elsewhere. The result has been that many less desirable 
persons, who are unable to meet standards of business and industry, 
have entered the service under temporary appointments. Knowing 
that their employment is only temporary, they have little incentive to 
master the essential details of the work. The service suffers, while 
operat ion costs rise. 
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The repeal of the Whitten amendment would allow the resumption 
of classified appointments to fill essential positions, thereby replacing 
temporary employees who lack the ability or willingness to render 
eflicient and satisfactory service. The repeal of this restriction has our 
earnest support. 

Senator Bike: Any questions, Senator Lennon ? 

Senator Lennon. I would like to ask one question, Mr. Horton: 
Based upon your previous experience, if title VI were added to S. 
2665, do you have any opinion with respect to what it could cost the 
Government on an annual basis, if a postal supervisor were included, 
as set out under your proposed title VI? 

Mr. Horton. The cost would be nominal. The total amount in the 
service is not great, and it would be my opinion that the total annual 
cost of this change, applying to the postal service, would be somewhere 
in the neighborhood of probably $300,000 a year. 

Senator Lennon. $300,000 ? 

Mr. Horton. Yes, sir. 

Senator Lennon. That is based upon the history and experience 
in any one particular year ? 

Mr. Horron. That. is right. 

Senator Lennon. That is the only question I have, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Durr. All right, sir. Thank you. 

Mr. Horton. Thank you. 

Senator Durr. The next scheduled witness is Mr. George D. Riley. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE D. RILEY, MEMBER, LEGISLATIVE 
COMMITTEE, AFL 


Mr. Riwey. Mr. Chairman, my name is George D. Riley. I am a 
member of the legislative committee of the American Federation of 
Labor, and I am appearing in support of S. 2665, a bill which includes 
a number of fringe benefits and which would bring about long delayed 
justice to a great many Government employees, including those who 
wear uniforms and those who waited so long to get a modicum of fair 
play in the field of overtime. And there are a number of other pro- 
visions which have now been brought into this omnibus bill. 

For my part, I find nothing controversial in it, and I won’t belabor 
the subject by continuing further, unless there are some questions. 

Senator Durr. Do you have any questions, Senator? 

Senator Lennon. Is your view the same as the suggestion made 
by Mr. Horton, that the postal supervisor should be included in this 
omnibus bill to take care of this overtime 

Mr. Ritey. If they fit into this bill, Senator. 

Senator Lennon. They are entitled to overtime compensation ? 

Mr. Ritey. Yes, sir. 

Senator Lennon. No further questions. 

Senator Durr. Thank you, Mr. Riley. 

Mr. Rizey. Thank you. 

Senator Durr. The next witness is Harold McAvoy. 

Mr. McAvoy. I have a very short statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Durr. All right, Mr. McAvoy. 
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STATEMENT OF HAROLD McAVOY, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL ASSO- 
CIATION OF POST OFFICE AND POSTAL TRANSPORTATION SERV- 
ICE MAIL HANDLERS, WATCHMEN, AND MESSENGERS 
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Mr. McAvoy. My name is Harold McAvoy, national president. of 
the National Association of Post Office and Postal Transportation 
Service Mail Handlers, Watchmen, and Messengers. We are part of 
the American Federation of Labor and the Government Employees’ 
Council. 

[ would like to take this opportunity to thank you for the privilege 
of appearing before you. 

We sincerely believe that the bill before this committee this morning, 
S. 2665, is a step in the right direction, and we endorse same in 
principle. 

I would like to point out that the uniform allowance part of this 
bill will go a long way in helping the watchmen in the postal service 
with their budget problem. As of now, the uniform expense is a 
tremendous one to surmount. I would also like to point out that the 
watchmen in the postal service are the lowest paid in the service. 

This bill, S. 2665, will also eliminate the Whitten amendment. It is 
my opinion that the Congressman never intended this rider for the 
Post Office Department, and the effect it has had in lowering the morale 
of the employees now on the job. 

I believe that for the classified employee early enactment of this 
bill will be a great help. 

In concluding, gentlemen, I would like to say that our organiza- 
tion sincerely hopes that your committees will give early considera- 
tion to this bill, and report same out so that it may become a reality 
in this session of Congress. 

Thank you again, gentlemen, for the privilege of appearing before 
you. 

Senator Durr. I would like to ask: Do you have any figures on the 
cost of maintaining uniforms, the average per year ? 

Mr. McAvoy. I haven’t, Mr. Chairman, but where we are concerned, 
the watchmen, we have a figure of approximately 50 to 100 throughout 
the service. We don’t have a large amount. 

Senator Durr. I mean the per capita cost. 

Mr. McAvoy. I figure about $100. 

Senator Durr. Any questions, Senator / 

Senator Lennon, No questions. 

Mr. McAvoy. Thank you. 

Senator Durr. The next witness is Thomas C. Gibney. 


STATEMENT OF THOMAS C, GIBNEY, NATIONAL PRESIDENT, 
UNITED STATES IMMIGRATION-NATURALIZATION OFFICERS 
ASSOCIATION, NEW YORK ; 


Mr. Gisney. Mr. Chairman, my name is Thomas C. Gibney of the 
United States lmmigration-Naturalization Officers Association. This 
association appreciates the opportunity of presenting its views on 8. 
2665 and thanks the committee for this privilege. 

The bill, as it is written, is one of the most progressive pieces of 
legislation concerning Federal employees that has been proposed to 


or 
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the Congress in some time, and this association would like to go on 
record as endorsing it. The few modifications we have to suggest are 
not in any sense a criticism of the bill as a whole. 

We feel that section 202—title II, page 11—would be a more equit- 
able provision if amended to provide that compensatory time off, in 
lieu of actual compensation, should be permitted an employee only 
on written request by the employee, and to provide that the compensa- 
tory time be at 114 times the amount of time spent in overtime work. 

We wholeheartedly support title III, Government Employees’ In- 
centive Awards. It is our opinion that this will greatly increase the 
efficiency and morale of Federal employees and will bring about a 
great financial return to the Government. 

Title IV, Uniform Allowances, will rectify an injustice that has 
been ignored for too long a time. We feel that in many positions in 
Federal service, uniforms are necessary equipment and should be 
required. However, since they are required, they should be considered 
in the same category as equipment required by other Government em- 
ployees and should be supplied by the Government. We do not think 
that the sum of “not to exceed $100 per annum” will be sufficient for 
the acquisition of such uniforms and we would respectfully suggest 
that the committee give this item further thought. 

It is our belief that S. 427 is more in line with that thought. 

It is our opinion that one of the most important provisions of 5S. 
2665 is section 501, which would repeal the so-called Whitten rider. 
This rider has not only lowered the morale of both permanent and 
temporary employees of the Federal service, but it has also deterred 
many capable workers from accepting Government employment, 

In closing, may we commend the Honorable Frank Carlson and 
his committee for introducing and sponsoring this legislation. 

Senator Durr. Any questions, Senator Pastore? 

Senator Pastore. What would you estimate the annual cost to be 
for uniforms for an immigration officer ? 

Mr. Gisney. To an individual immigration officer? 

Senator Pasrore. Yes; on an average. 

Mr. Gisney. His whole equipment, the summer uniform, the winter 
uniform, and overcoat, would run in the neighborhood of $400. But, 
of course, he doesn’t do that every year. I would say with proper 
care a uniform should last about 3 years. 

Senator Pastore. This isn’t too much out of line, is it? 

Mr. Gisney. No; but the bill as written is for acquisition of the 
uniform. For a man coming into the service, he would have to lay 
out about $400. ’ 

Senator Pastore. The reason I say that is that you fellows should 
get together on one subject and say that is it. The trouble is that 
you vary. You all come in and make little improvements over the 
other fellow. That’s the trouble. If you would all get together and 
come in here and say, “This is it,” and all get behind it, you would 
have more of a chance of passing the bills. But the trouble is that 
everybody comes in here with the idea of going the other fellow one 
better, and you end up with a lot of confusion. — 

Mr. Gipney. We certainly don’t mean to create any confusion. 

Senator Pastore. I don’t say you do that, but that could happen. 

Senator Lennon. Have they at any time been furnished aaa 
at Government expense ? 
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Mr. Gipney. Yes: this would be a start. One hundred dollars 
would be better than nothing. 

Senator Lennon. You will get your foot in the door. 

Mr. Gisney. We are not opposing $100. We just throw it out as a 
thought. 

Senator Durr. As the Senator from Rhode Island:pointed out, you 
have so many differences of opinion on these matters 1t would seem to 
me, as an impartial observer, that if you get $100, where you hadn’t 
been getting any, you have made a lot of progress. 

Mr. Gipney. If there is any thought that our suggestion would 
impede the initial $100, I will withdraw that statement. We don’t 
want to cause any confusion. 

Senator Durr. You would be $100 better. 

Mr. Gipney. Yes; we would be $100 ahead. 

Senator Lennon. In various types of service the uniforms vary, of 
course. For instance, you said you had to have a summer uniform 
and a winter uniform. There may be some other type of service, such 
as watchmen, that Mr. McAvoy spoke of, where the uniform probably 
wouldn’t cost $400 on an annual basis. 

Mr. Gieney. That is true. 

Senator Durr. Are there any further questions ? 

Thank you. 

Mr. Gipney. Thank you, gentlemen. 

Senator Durr. The next witness is Mr. W. L. Dutton. 


STATEMENT OF W. L. DUTTON, EXECUTIVE OFFICER OF ORGANTI- 
ZATION OF PROFESSIONAL EMPLOYEES, UNITED STATES DE- 
PARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Durron. For the record, my name is W. L. Dutton. I am 
executive officer of the Organization of Professional Employees of the 
Department of Agriculture, usually known as OPEDA. With your 
permission, I should like to present the views of this organization 
concerning S. 2665, 

First, perhaps it would be well to explain that OPEDA was 
organized in 1929, has been active in its field for a quarter of a 
century, and is composed of about 2,200 members, about. two-thirds of 
whom are out in the States. Virtually all agencies of the Depart- 
ment are represented. OPEDA’s membership is made up aus of 
career-service employees engaged in scientific research in the biologi- 
cal, physical, and social sciences, and in supervision and administra- 
tion of the Department’s action programs. Employees of the 
Department now engaged in professional work number over 35,000. 

The objectives of this organization are to promote improved service 
to the Department and the public, and to foster legitimate improve- 
ments in the working conditions and compensation for its members. 

OPEDA supports all of the provisions of S. 2665. In particular, 
we believe the provisions for overtime and holiday pay would promote 
employee morale; we concur in the provisions for an increase to 700 
in the so-called supergrades and in longevity pay raises for employees 
in grades GS-11 through GS-15; we emphatically endorse repeal of 
the Whitten rider curbing permanent promotions and appointments; 
and we support the comprehensive employee’s incentive awards pro- 
gram as proposed, except that we believe this section would be im- 
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proved by retention of provisions for step increases for superior 
accomplishments. 

There is another area of Government employee fringe benefits that 
we believe might appropriately be made a part of S. 2665. This is 
the problem: Under present civil-service retirement regulations, the 
only service that an employee on a Federal-State cooperative program 
may claim is for periods of service performed while the employee 
held an appointment from the Secretary of Agriculture as a Federal 
collaborator or cooperative agent in the Cooperative Extension Service 
of the United States Department of Agriculture. Employees doing 
comparable cooperative work, but having no Federal appointment, 
may not claim credit for such service. It isa matter of chance whether 
a man does or does not receive Federal credit for State service. Two 
men sitting at adjoining desks doing identical work, under the same 
administrator both paid in part from Federal funds, may be in 
entirely different categories, merely because one has a Federal 
collaboratorship. 

Additional experienced individuals are urgently needed for con- 
ducting programs directly under appointment by Federal depart- 
ments or agencies. State officers or employees previously engaged in 
Federal-State cooperative programs are peculiarly qualified by back- 
ground, training, familiarity with Federal procedures, and wide 
knowledge of local conditions. Consequently, special efforts are 
being made to obtain their services. The majority of persons directly 
concerned now or in the future have no prospect under the present law 
for retirement annuity other than that based on such years of Federal 
service as they may render at the end of their career. 

The men who are needed when State cooperative employees are 
sought are usually in their late forties, and have usually had a lengthy 
State service during which they have built up sizable credits toward 
State retirement. ‘They are naturally reluctant to surrender this as- 
sured future benefit and accept the lesser benefits they are certain to 
reap under our present system of Iederal accreditation for service. 

Legislation is urgently needed to remove these serious handicaps to 
Federal recruiting and to equalize retirement benefits for men doing 
similar work. Bills are now pending in both the Senate and the House, 
designed to remedy this problem. It is our recommendation, therefore, 
that the meritorious features of such legislation be included as an 
amendment to S. 2665. The amendment we suggest is attached. I 
shall not read it, but, with your permission, would like to have it 
included in the record. 

Senator Durr. All right, we will include it in the record, sir. 

(The amendment referred to follows :) 


PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO 8, 2665 AS SUGGESTED BY THE ORGANIZATION OF PROFES- 
SIONAL EMPLOYEES OF THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
WASHINGTON 4, D. C 


Redesignate title V and section 501 as title VI and section 601. 


Insert as a new title V, the following: 


“TITLE V—AMENDMENT TO THE CIVIL SERVICE RETIREMENT ACT OF 
MAY 29, 1930, AS AMENDED 
“Sec. 501. This title may be cited as the ‘Civil Service Retirement Act Amend- 
ment of 1954.’ 
44452 





54 








30 FRINGE BENEFITS FOR FEDERAL EMPLOYEES 


“Sec. 502. Section 5 of the Civil Service Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, as 
amended, is further amended by inserting after the first paragraph thereof the 
following: 

“ ‘Subject to the conditions contained in this paragraph, there shall be included, 
in determining for the purposes of this Act the aggregate period of service 
rendered by an officer or employee who is serving in a position within the purview 
of this Act (other than a position described in this paragraph) at the time of 
his retirement or death, all periods of service rendered by him as an employee 
of a State, or any instrumentality thereof, exclusively or primarily in the 
carrying out of— 

“*(1)the program of a State Rural Rehabilitation Corporation created for 
the purpose of handling rural relief the funds for which were made available 
by the Federal Emergency Relief Act of 1933 (48 Stat. 55), the Act of Feb- 
ruary 15, 1934 (48 Stat. 351), and the Emergency Appropriation Act, fiscal 
year 1935 (48 Stat. 1055), and any laws or parts of laws amendatory of, or 
supplementary to, such Acts; 

‘(2) the Federal-State cooperative program of agricultural experiment 
station research and investigation authorized by the Act of March 2, 1887, 
as amended and supplemented (7 U. 8. C., ch. 14) ; 

‘*(3) the Federal-State cooperative program of vocational education 
authorized by the Act of February 23, 1917, as amended and supplemented 
(20 U. 8S. C., ch. 2); 

‘*(4) the Federal-State cooperative program of agricultural extension 
work authorized by the Act of May 8, 1914, as amended and supplemented 
(7 U. 8. C., sees. 341-348) ; 

“*(5) the Federal-State cooperative program of forest and watershed 
protection authorized by section 2 of the Act of March 1, 1911 (16 U. S. C., 
sec. 563), and by the Act of June 7, 1924, as amended and supplemented (16 
U. S. C., secs. 564-568b ) ; 

“*(6) the Federal-State cooperative program for the control of plant 
pests and animal diseases authorized by the provisions of law set forth in 
chapters 7 and 8 of title 7 and in section 114a of title 21 of the United States 
Code.’ . 


The period of any service specified in this paragraph shall be included in com- 
puting length of service for the purposes of this Act of any officer or employee 
enly upon compliance with the following conditions: 


“*(A) the performance of such service is certified, in a form prescribed 
by the Civil Service Commission, by the head, or by a person designated by 
the head, of the department, agency, or independent establishment in the 
executive branch of the Government of the United States which administers 
the provisions of law authorizing the performance of such service; 

“*(B) the officer or employee shall have to his credit a total period period 
of not less than five years of allowable service under this Act, exclusive 
of service allowed by this paragraph ; 

“*(C) the officer or employee shall have deposited with interest at 4 per 
centum per annum to December 31, 1947, and 3 per centum per annum there- 
after, compounded on December 31 of each year. to the credit of the civil- 
service retirement and disability fund a sum equal to the aggregate of the 
amounts which would have been deducted from his basic salary, pay, or com- 
pensation during the period of service claimed under this paragraph if during 
such period he had been subject to this Act.’ 


“If the annuity computed under this Act of any individual entitled to the benefits 
of this paragraph, when combined with any annuity reecived by him from a State, 
exceeds an amount equal to 80 per centum of the highest average annual basic 
salary, pay, or compensation received by such individual during five consecutive 
years of allowable service under this Act (including service allowed by this 
paragraph), the annuity payable under this Act shall be so reduced that the aggre- 
gate amount received from such annuities shall not exceed an amount equal to 
80 per centum of such highest average annual basic salary, pay, or compensation. 
As used in this paragraph the term ‘State’ includes Alaska, Hawaii, and Puerto 
Rico. 

“Sec. 2. The first paragraph of section 6 of the Civil Service Retirement Act 
of May 29, 1930, as amended, is amended by adding at the end thereof the fol- 
lowing: ‘Such time limitation may also be waived by the Civil Service Commis- 
sion in the case of an officer or employee who failed to file the required applica- 
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tion for retirement within the prescribed time limit because at the date of sepa- 
ration from service the position he was occupying was not considered to be within 
the purview of this Act; but the application in such case must be filed with the 
Civil Service Commission not later than six months after the determination that 
such position is within the purview of this Act, except that in the case of any 
such person heretofore separated from service, application may be filed within 
six months after the date of the enactment of this sentence.’ ” 


Mr. Durron. Our proposed amendment would not extend eligibil- 
ity under the Civil Service Retirement Act to persons not now clearly 
eligible under the act, nor would the annuity exceed the present 80- 
percent ceiling. It provides merely that if persons who have been 
under full-time Federal appointment for 5 or more years and are in the 
Federal service at time of retirement or death, had been employed, 
prior to entry into the Federal service, by a State or Territory, and 
while so employed had devoted all or a major part of their offic ial time 
and effort to cooperative programs or projects (1) specifically author- 
ized by Federal statute, (2) conducted under the general direction and 
supervision of a designated department or agency of the Federal Gov- 
ernment, and (3) financed wholly or in part by Federal funds, and if 
the retiree so a ed, the years so spent could be included in the aggre- 
gate period of service to form the basis for calculating the annuity 
receivable by them under the provisions of the Civil Service Retirement 
Act of May 29, 1930, as amended. 

OPEDA respectfully requests favorable committee consideration 
of the proposed amendment. 

Senator Durr. What would be the effect in the event that that per- 
son—you say “financed wholly or in part by Federal funds.” If it 
was only a very insignificant part by Federal funds, then wouldn’t 
he be in the position ‘of getting a full retirement under State funds, 
and a similar situation under the Federal setup? 

Mr. Durron. Mr. Chairman, only to the extent he would contribute, 
under the provision of the Civil Service Retirement Act. 

Senator Durr. I assumed that, but the general language would not 
indicate that it was restricted that way. ~ That is the reason I asked 
you that question. 

Mr. Durron. It would be so restricted. 

Senator Durr. Senator Lennon, do you have any questions ? 

Senator Lennon. No, Mr. Chairman. 

Just out of curiosity, OPEDA is largely representing a professional 
group of employees in the Department of Agriculture, isn’t it? 

Mr. Durron. Yes, Senator, OPEDA represents the professional 
e mploy ees in grades GS—5 and above. 

Senator Lennon. And there are about. 35,000 professional em- 
ployees in the Department, I believe you said. 

Mr. Dutron. That is right, sir. 

Senator Lennon. Your organization has been in existence 25 years, 
and you have 2,200 members out of that 35,000 ? 

Mr. Durron. That is right, sir. It is just the professional em- 
ployees, sir. 

Senator Lennon. It is such a small number, and the organization 
has been in existence 25 years, that was just running through my 
mind. 

Mr. Dutton. I might say that our views in no way represent the 
official position of the Secretary of Agriculture. And with respect 
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to your observation on the small membership, I should say that we 
have never put on any sustained drive for membership. 
Senator Lennon. It is voluntary ? 
Mr. Durron. That is right, siz 
Senator Durr. Are there any further questions? Thank you, sir. 
Mr. Dutrron. Thank you. 
Senator Durr. The next witness is Russell M. Stephens. 


STATEMENT OF RUSSELL M. STEPHENS, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN 
FEDERATION OF TECHNICAL ENGINEERS, AFFILIATED WITH 
THE AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR 


srepuens. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Russell M. Stephens. I am president of the American Federa- 

n of Technical Engineers, affiliated with the American Federation 
of Labor. and a former career engineer of the Federal Government. 
First, I would like to commend the chairman of the committee for 
bringing forth what, in our opinion, is one of the best acts for the 
morale of the Government employees that has been put in the hopper 
of the Senate for a long time. And I want to commend the Senate 
for taking such immediate action and calling hearings in such a short 
time after introduction of the bill. 

The organization which I represent includes members employed 
throughout the United States and Canada in the fields of engineering, 
architecture, drafting, and allied technical occupations. Approx1- 
mately 20 percent of our membership is in the service of the Federal 
Government. I wish to thank you for erg 5 peslegpnns d which has been 
afforded me to prese nt tes timony on be h: lf of our org ranization duri Ing 
these hearings ec ‘alled for study and consideration of S. 2665, gener ally 
known as the Carlson fringe benefits bill. 

Our members are highly trained, specialized, and experienced tech- 
nical workers and the eaen? of them have spent many years in 
obtaining scientific and technical education in order that they may 
perform their | duties. Our Government can feel justly proud of the 
work which their scientific and technical personnel have performed. 
They aie aiaipaiat greater battleships, airplanes, and modern ord- 

nce which have kept our defense establishment at the top of the 

world powers. In addition to defense activities, our members have 
contributed enormously to reclamation-project planning, and other 
essential developme nts of the Nation’s ec onomy. 
\s you may well be aware, the supply of engineering, scientific, and 
technical personnel is insufficient to meet the needs of both industry 
and Government. Asa result of the Government’s unrealistic policy, 
with regard to basic compensation, overtime-pay compensation, and a 
eradual reduction of fringe benefits, the Federal Government has 
found itself in a position whereby it has been unable to compete with 
industry for the recruitment and retention of sufficient numbers of 
competent engineering personnel. 

To depart from my prepared statement, may I say that in the Navy 
Department alone, where I formerly worked, and I am well aware of 
their recruiting activities, year after year they have sent recruiting 
teams to the various colleges and universities throughout the Nation. 


attempting to get engineers to staff the Department of Defense. And 
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they have come back with very, very little in the way of engineering 
recruits. ‘Those at the top of the class go into industrial organizations 
for a much higher rate of pay, and other benefits which the Govern- 
ment cannot afford. 

Asa result of this condition, it has been necessary in many instances 
for the Government to let contracts to engineering consultant firms for 
the design and development of necessary defense material. This has 
been very costly to the Government due to the profit factor involved. 

Senator Durr. May I interrupt you there just a minute? 

Mr. Sreruens. Yes, sir. 

Senator Durr. What is the difference in the pay scale between that 
afforded by the Government and the ordinary business concern, for a 
like rate of ability ? 

Mr. Sternens. It has been indicated there is a difference of $1,200 
per annum, based upon data which we have gotten from the various 
professiona ] soc ieties, from var 10us surve y s th: il colleges hs ave mé _ 
civil-service information, Bureau of Labor Statistics, and so fort 
and from studying our own collective-bargaining agreements. We @ 
also have non-Federal workers in our association. 

Senator Durr. And for a like kind of service and ability there is 
a differential of about $1,200 ? 

Mr. Srernens. We estimate a differential of about $1,200; yes, sir. 

Senator Lennon. That is at the journeyman level / 

Mr. Sreruens. That is right. Now, on the top management level, 
it isa very substantial spread. 

Senator Durr. There is no scale to measure it at the supervisory 
level, is there / 

Mr. Sreruens. No. But I would say there is a difference of be- 
tween $10,000 and $25,000 a year for a person at the GS—14 and GS-15 
level. We have had people leave the Government and take Jobs at 
$25,000 a year. That is how I know that. 

Senator Lennon. It is like the difference, Mr. Chairman, between 
Congressmen’s salaries and salaries in private industry. 


Mr. Sreruens. You have my wholehearted support, Senator. If 
you need a lobbyist for a pay raise, just call on me. 

ptatay Src Py FR tao [ will limit my testimony 
to those features of S. 2665 which are of pertinent interest to those 
whom I am privileged to represent. Those sections of the bill of 


pertinent interest to our organization are those amending policy for 
overtime work compensation; call-back overtime compensation ; com- 
pensation for time and travel status; compensation for night and holi- 
day work; increase in the number of grades 16, 17, and 18 positions; 
extension of longevity increases from GS-11 through GS-15; and 
Government employees incentive awards. 

Without a doubt, the most important factor of the proposed legis- 
lation from the st andp int of our organization is that which proposes 
amendment of the Federal Employees Pay Act of 1945, to provide 
a more equitable schedule for the compensation of overtime work. 
And I won’t read the rest of that paragraph, because it is all in the 
bill. 

Going on, as an engineer, it is very hard to talk without a blueprint, 
and I have prepared a study of the present overtime, which is denoted 
by the dotted line [indicating on chart], the present straight salary, 
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as denoted by the dot-dash line, and the proposed compensation as 
propose din S. 2665. 

You can see at this point, which is the trainee level—this is the start 
of the journeyman level, this white line. You can see that that is way 
down in the trainee level, around GS-5. 

Senator Durr. Can you identify that in the way of proportions, for 
the record ? 

Mr. Srernens. I’m sorry, sir; I didn’t understand you. 

Senator Durr. Can you sdentity it in the way of proportions at 
that level, for the record ? 

Mr. Sternens. The number of persons? 

Senator Durr. No, the scale. At which point does it change? 

Mr. StepneNns. Yes. This is the $2,980 level. 

This | indicating on chart] is the GS—5 and GS-7 engineer, through 
this line, who are trainee grades, and they get time and a half. This 
is straight time and a half here, and this time and a half is back over 
here somewhere, and it is not even on this chart. 

Even at the beginning of a man’s career as an engineer, upon 
graduation from college, he receives less for overtime than he does 
for straight time, but at a point here, which is well down in the trainee 
grades, he starts receiving less. 

Senator Durr. Identify that point again. 

Mr. Srepuens. This point is the point of $2,980—I beg your par- 
don; $2,980 is way over here. This is approximately $1.95 an hour 
and is the point where the man receives the same pay for overtime 
compensation as he receives for straight-time compensation. 

Back over here, in the subprofessional grades, before he gets to the 
professional engineer stage, he starts dropping down in overtime 
compensation. 

Senator Durr. Indicate for the record the amount of diversity. 

Mr. StrerHens. I have some figures in my statement that I think 
will clear that up, sir. 

Senator Durr. All right. 

Mr. Sreruens. Under the present law, employees of the Federal 
Government falling within the Classification Act receive compensa- 
tion at the rate of time and one-half on the first $2,980 of their basic 
salary. From that point upward, overtime compensation diminishes. 
As an example, an engineer at the GS-11 grade, which in many 
instances is the journeyman level of the engineering classification, 
receives $10.08 less for working 8 hours on a Saturday than he does for 
8 hours’ work Monday through Friday, and in all cases, supervisory 
engineers receive much less money for overtime compensation than 
do their subordinates. These facts, as you can well understand, are 
very demoralizing to the employees concerned, and contribute greatly 
to the excessive turnover with which the Government has been faced 
in the field of scientific and engineering employment. 

If overtime compensation should be liberalized in accordance with 
the provisions of S, 2665, we definitely believe that one of the obstacles 
encountered by the Federal agencies in its engineering recruitment 
and retainment program would be overcome. 

I might say that, under this bill, the top of the GS-9 level would 
be the breakoff point for time and a half overtime compensation, 
and that is the journeyman level; it is not in the supervisory level. 
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From then on it is a straight-line graph. All employees, up to the 
top of GS-14, I believe it is, receive the same compensation as that 
journeyman does for overtime. 

Thereby, under this bill, the supervisor would not receive more 
than the men who work under his direction for overtime work, but 
at least he would receive an equivalent of overtime money. At the 
present time, with the supervisor receiving less money, it is a very, 

very demoralizing factor to handle. 

Our organization likewise goes on record as favoring the provisions 
for call-back overtime compensation, night and holiday work com- 
pensation, and time and travel status compensation as recommended 
in S. 2665. 

We also strongly recommend the increase of the number of grades 
16, 17, and 18 positions from 400 to 700, as called for in the proposed 
amendment to section 505 (c). In order for an engineering or scien- 
tific organization to function properly—and this is sound econom- 
ics—it must be staffed at the top with the most competent personnel 
available. We do not feel that the Government can obtain the Nation’s 
outstanding engineers and scientists for its top management billets 
in the fields of e1 igineering until a greater number of these top-level 
positions are made available. 

Likewise it is our belief that the schedule for longevity increases 
should be extended through the GS-15 classification. At the present 
time longevity increases are limited to the GS-10 classification, which 
leaves no incentive for employees above that level, who through 
organizational requirements of their agencies, cannot look forward 
to promotion to higher grade. Extension of longevity increases above 
the GS-10 level, we likewise feel, will greatly contribute to the : ability 
of the Federal Government to retain its much needed engineers in a 
drastically short labor market for such skills. 

Our organization also wishes to go on record as favoring the pro- 
posed legislation on Government employee incentive awards. A great 
many inventions and scientific improvements have in the past resulted 
from extra hour thought and work by engineers in those agencies 
which have developed incentive award programs. 

Although there is no mention of the subject in S. 2665, I wish to 
discuss with you another matter concerning the inequitable pay status 
with which the Government-employed engineers are concerned, and 
I respectfully suggest that this be considered in the fringe benefits 
bill. Oftentimes the engineer is required to serve temporarily in a 
hazardous duty assignment. Assignments of this nature include sub- 
marine test dives, radar and radio antenna installation, and ordnance 
proof-firing. In ‘such temporary assignments the engineer finds him- 
self working side by side with the mec chanical and skilled crafts help, 
likewise assigned to the project. While on such temporary assign- 
_— the wage board employee—that is, the mechanical and skilled 

rafts people—r eceive premium compensation at the rate of time and 
one-half as a reward for thus endangering life and limb, whereas the 
classified employee, and many engineers are assigned to such serv- 
ices, receives no premium compensation while eng raged j in this work. 
This is certainly an inequity which should be corrected and I most 
respectfully request your committee to make recommendations for 
legislation which would correct this demoralizing condition. 
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I do want to say, although we are not directly concerned with it, 
that I want to endorse the provision in the bill for uniform allowance. 
Our people, although we don’t wear uniforms, generally have our 
drafting instruments provided, our computing machines, our slide 
rules, and the very necessary tools of our trade, and in some cases 
laboratory smocks and things like that. They are provided for us, 
and I feel equal treatment should be given to the postal groups and 
others who are required to wear uniforms, and I strongly endorse 
that provision of the bill. 

Now I want to thank you sincerely for the opportunity which you 
have given me to present the thinking of the hard working loyal Amer- 
ican citizens which I am privileged to a 

Senator Durr. Are there any questions 

Thank you, 

Mr. Sreruens. Thank you, gentlemen. 

Senator Durr. The next witness is William P. Kern. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM P. KERN, CHAIRMAN, LEGISLATIVE 
COMMITTEE, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF POSTMASTERS OF THE 
UNITED STATES 


Mr. Kern. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name 
is William P. Kern. I am here in iay capacity as chairman of the 
legislative committee of the National Association of Postmasters of 
the United States, and submit the following statement in behalf of 
President McNamara and the other officers and members of my asso- 
ciation, which consists of ap proxi imate ly 35,000 postmasters com- 
prising uy oe of all sizes and classes. 


The National Association of Postmasters wishes to go on record as 
endorsing those porn s of S. 2665 as ae by Senator Carlson 
which are applicable to postal employees, inch iding postmasters. 


This does not mean that we are opposed to other sections of this bill 


affecti ng Government employees outside of the po stall establishment. 
We wish particularly to go on record as favoring a uniform al- 
lowance or tee furnishing of uniforms to all Government employees 


who are required to wear a special uniform and pay for the same out 


of their personal funds. ‘There are more uniformed personnel in the 
post ‘al fi ld service than in : Se eat at ee ee eee 
personnel. While no city letter carrier, comprising the largest por- 
tion of pr Ps employees required to wear a uniform We en on duty, is 
re imbur ed for the cost of the uniform—and this is true of the re- 
maining postal personnel—a good percentage of civilian personnel 
outside of the posta il establishment are reimbursed or furnished uli- 


a 
forms by the Government. joven is manifestly unfair. 
Also, we wish to urge the enactment of title V of this bill which 
repeals the Whitten amen enna In my opinion, the so-called Whit- 


‘ 
ten amendment, or rider, | | 


as lowered the morale of the postal service 
and caused much confusion and loss of efficiency. Some relief has 
been obtained from the ae created by the Whitten rider, but we 
commend you, Mr. as in, for proposing legislation to repeal out- 
right section 1310 of the Supplei nental Appropriation Act of 1952, 
known as Public Law O53, 

Overtime, holiday pay, and other b nefits and the incentive awards 
set forth in this bill can, and I feel will, be of considerable benefit to 
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those of the postal establishment. In fact, Mr. Chairman, as we look 
at your bill, it seems that practically everything in it in some way 
benefits postal employees, with the exception of Title I: Amendments 
to the Classification Act of 1949, and even this is beneficial to the 
employees in the Post Office Department in Washington who are under 
this act and not the postal pay plan. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I wish to thank you 
for the opportunity of appearing here before you. We recognize that 
this is a bill worthy of consideration, and we hope that every means 
will be taken for its enactment. 

Senator Durr. Any questions, gentlemen ? If not, we thank you. 

Mr. Kern. Thank you. 

Senator Durr. The next witness is George L. Warfel. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE L. WARFEL, PRESIDENT, THE NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION OF SPECIAL DELIVERY MESSENGERS 


Mr. Warret. My name is George L. Warfel, president of the 
National Association of Special Delivery Messengers. Our associ- 
ation is afliliated with the American Federation of Labor and the 
Government Employees Council (AFL). 

We wish to endorse 8. 2665, by Senator Carlson, but I will confine 
my remarks to those portions of the bill which would directly affect 
our membership: Title ILI, incentive awards; title 1V, uniform allow- 
ances; and title V, repeal of the Whitten amendment. 

With respect to incentive awards, we feel that the provisions of 
this part of the bill would be an improvement over existing legislative 
authority and trust that this may receive favorable action, and that 
the liberalized provisions granted will be fully utilized in its admin- 
istration. 

With respect to uniforms, special-delivery messengers are required 
by postal laws and regulations to provide and wear winter and/or 
summer uniforms while on duty. They are inspected to make sure 
the regulations are followed. Therefore, while the average annual 
individual expenditures exceeds the proposed maximum individual 
allowance of $100 “for defraying the expenses of acquisition and up- 
keep of such uniform,” our membership will be greatly appreciative of 
this help toward meeting the demands on their low income. 

I think it well to point out that this factor of “uniforms” has had 
no consideration in the fixing of our salary grades. For these reasons 
we 0 it to be both just and p ae ‘from evs ry stan lpoint that favor- 
able action be taken by the sare ittee on this proposal, 

With respect to the 1 rep real « the Whitten amendment, we are in 
complete agreement with this ae ision of the bill. The effect of this 
amendment has been to limit classified appointments to the position 
of “special delivery messenger” to the quota existing as of September 
1, 1950. This resulted in the necessity of postmasters hiring a great 
many temporary employees, with consequent high rate of turnover 
in employment, since there was no incentive to remain on the job. 
The results have been costly to the service and demoralizing generally 
to employee morale. 

In closing, I desire to express the thanks of the special delivery mes- 
sengers to Senator Carlson for his active interest in correcting these 
inequities which vitally affect us, as well as the other sections of S. 2665 
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which cover and are desired by Federal employees outside the postal 
field service. 

Senator Durr. Any questions, Senator ? 

Senator Monronery. The matter keeps coming up on the upkeep of 
such uniforms. I would like to have you elaborate on what you expect 
the Government to do on that. 

Mr. WarFe.. So far as we are concerned, we are thoroughly agree- 
able to accepting the provisions of this bill. 

Last year I made a survey from the membership, as to the costs, pre- 
vious to a hearing which was held here, and the data gathered was that 
our membership on an average spent $140 a year for uniforms. 

However, we are not asking that this bill be amended in any par- 
ticular. We desire the enactment of legislation on this, which will be 
helpful. 

Senator Monroney. The point I am trying to make is that the posi- 
tion of these various organizations, in addition to furnishing the uni- 
forms, or sufficient allowance for the members of the uniformed staff 
to buy the uniforms—do they feel we should maintain them? Are 
they talking about cleaning and pressing and tailoring and repair 
bills on them, or is it just the idea that we furnish the uniforms because 
they are required to wear them ? 

Mr. Warrex. Our thought on it was this, as expressed at previous 
hearings: All of these things, acquisition, as well as upkeep, of the 
uniforms is a direct drain on our income. But this bill has been before 
Congress for some time, and it appears to our membership that we have 
a much better opportunity and backing to get this bill enacted into law. 
Therefore, we do not desire to quibble as to the amount involved, and 
the amounts involved do vary with the job. That, I think, would be 
a proble m for the committee to decide. 

This limits it to $100, which would unquestionably, in many in- 
stances, fully cover it, and in any case would at least help to the extent 
furnished. 

Does that answer your question / 

Senator Monronry. Yes. I was trying to draw the line on whether 
the upkeep is going to mean we pay an allowance of maybe $5 a month 
for cleaning and pressing and things of that kind, which I don’t think 
the Government does for anybody who is furnished a uniform— 
certainly I think they should maintain the uniform. 

I think you would jeopardize the chances of getting the bill passed 
if it was felt that we were going to have to pay the cleaning and 
pressing or laundry bills. 

Mr. Warret. I assure you that as far as we are concerned, we are 
satisfied with the statement of the bill as it exists on this, and hope 
there will be favorable action taken. 

Senator Durr. Any further questions? 

Senator Monroney. No further questions. 

Senator Durr. This concludes the witnesses scheduled for today, I 
believe, unless there is somebody else. Do you have anything in mind, 
Senator ? 

Senator Monroney. I was wondering whether there was anybody 
from out of town that would like to be heard. We could dispose of 
them today, if they had to go back, if they were on a tight schedule. 

Senator Durr. Is there anyone else that wants to be heard? We 
don’t want you to be, if you don’t want to. 
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Mr. Berrer. I am Alfred F. Beiter, national president of the Na- 
tional Customs Service Association. I have a statement prepared and 
am scheduled for some time later. And the question propounded by 
various Senators this morning in connection with the uniform allow- 
ance is something that I would like to cover, because of the previous 
testimony on this bill. 

I will have a prepared statement, and will comment on various 
sections of the bill, but, as I say, 1am not prepared now. Ido want to 
be heard later. 

Senator Durr. You will be given an opportunity to be heard in due 
course. 

Is that all? 

Senator Monroney. I thought maybe there might be somebedy that 
was out of town that might want to get back, and if there was, we could 
take them now. 

Senator Durr. Yes. Is there such a person here now that wants to 
be heard ? 

Mr. Murrny. Senator, I would like to make a short statement, if I 
may. I do have to leave town this afternoon, and I would appreciate 
it. 

Senator Durr. All right, you can come forward. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN J. MURPHY, PRESIDENT, UNITED STATES 
CUSTOMS INSPECTORS ASSOCIATION, PORT OF NEW YORK 


Mr. Murpny. I don’t have a prepared statement, sir; but I will be 
very brief. 

My name is John J. Murphy, and I am president of the United 
States Customs Inspectors Association, of the port of New York. 

Our association has been in continuous existence for the past 61 
years, and we represent the customs inspectors of the world’s largest 
and busiest port. We are all employees of the Bureau of Customs, and 
my position is that of an inspector. 

We are very grateful for this opportunity to present our views on 
S. 2665 which, in our judgment, is a fine forward-looking piece of 
legislation. 

A number of the provisions contained in the measure do not apply 
to the customs inspection service, but are of great value to Federal 
employees generally, and we wish to endorse them for the very real 
contribution to the high morale of the Government service. 

Our association is in favor of the proposal under title IV of the bill, 
which would provide an allowance up to $100 annually for those em- 
ployees required by regulation to wear uniforms. 

Of particular interest to us is title III, the employees’ incentive 
award proposal, which we view as an extremely progressive step, since 
it will encourage the rank and file of the employees to make avail- 
able to the Government the fruits of their practical experience. The 
ideas of the employees who have a practical approach to problems of 
management and administration we feel should be used more 
extensively. 

We also endorse the proposal to repeal the Whitten rider, which has 
caused many injustices and complications in the customs service. 

On behalf of our service, I wish to take this opportunity to thank 
vou, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee for giving us the 
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opportu ity of appearing before you today on 8. 2665. It is my earnest 
hope that this leoislation will be adopted without delay. 

Ser ator Durr. Are there any questions, senator ¢ 

Senator Monroney. No questions. 

Senator Durr. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Murpuy. Thank you very much. 

Senator Durr. We have a statement by Samuel E. Klein, president 
of t ed National Association of Post Office Clerks, and also a 

y Paul M. Castieloni. legislative representative of the 

Nat Federation of Post Office Motor Vehicle Employees, which 


S EMENT OF SAMUEL E. KLEIN, PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED NATIONAL ASSOCIATION 
oF Post OFFICE CLERKS 

Mr. ¢ rman and members of the committee, my name is Samuel E. Klein. 

[amt al president and | slative representative of the largest independent 


up of postal employees in the United States. Our membership consists of 
branches in the 48 States, as well as our possessions. 

While there are a number of provisions contained in the bill, S. 2665, intro- 

iced by the distinguished chairman of the Senate Post Office and Civil Service 
Committee, the Honorable Frank Carlson, which does not apply to the field 
service of the Post Office Department, I would like to state at the outset that 
this bill will correct many existing inequities in personnel procedures and, con- 
sequently, we endorse the bill in its entirety. 

Of specific inyportance to postal employees, however, is the provision which 
would repeal section 1310 of Public Law 253, the 82d Congress, better known 
as the Whitten amendment. Appointments to classified positions are still limited 
in scope and such appointments can only be made on a temporary or indefinite 
basis. The average person taking a civil-service examination for a position 
in the field service of the Post Office Department knows that the prerequisite 
for obtaining a permanent position in Government service requires that he qualify 
on a civil-service examination. However, on appointment to our service, such 
employee, interested in obtaining the security he desires, is brought in to the 
postal service on an indefinite basis 

We believe the time has now come when permanent appointments should 
be resumed in the field service of the Post Office Department and, consequently, 
we recommend highly that portion of 8S. 2665 which provides for the repeal of the 





Wl en amendment, 

Also of great interest to postal personnel who are required to wear uniform 
clot n the performance of their duties, is the provision in S. 2665 which 
we ow $100 annually to each employee who is required by regulations 
te h uniform clothi We believe there is precedent for the establish- 
ne the princi is proposed in the bill. The large department stores 
th t tl y, as well as utility companies serving the American public, 
f : rm clothing to their employees, as well as the maintenance thereof. 

VW resent high cost of living postal and other Government employees 

chase unifort ng from the meager salaries they now 
therefore, we heartily endorse the provisions of S. 2665 which would 
vance to those employees who would be required to purchase 

1” ciothing 


g me to express the 


S rEMENT oF Pau M, CASTIGLI 3 SLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE OF THE NATIONAL 
ATION OF Post OFFIC Moror VEHICLE EMPLOYEES 








M hairman, and members of the committee, the National Federation of 

Post Office Motor Vehicle Employees wishes to be recorded in support of S. 2665, 
luced by Senator Frank Carlson 

1use other organizations will direct their remarks to the bill as a whole, 

I wish to confine our statement to that part of S. 2665 which would repeal the 

ed Whitten Act 
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The effect of the Whitten Act has caused the Post Office Department, field 
service, to hire temporary employees in great numbers. This action has proven 
highly detrimental, for it has created confusion and a serious lowering of morale. 
In addition, the productive efficiency of new employees has suffered a serious 
decline 

The Whitten Act is depriving the postal service the opportunity of securing 
the services of the best-qualified applicants. After civil-service registers have 
been established, through the process of examinations, those who made the 
highest rating, decline appointment when they learn that because of the Whit- 
ten Act, such appointment can only be temporary. 

Therefore, in the interest of increased efficiency, better morale, and injustice 
to new employees seeking a career in the Government service, we respectfully 
urge repeal of the Whitten Act. 


Senator Durr. If there are no other witnesses, we will adjourn this 
hearing until 10 o’clock tomorrow morning, at which time Govern- 
ment agencies will be heard. 

(Whereupon, at 11 a. m., the committee recessed, to reconvene at 
10 a. m., February 25, 1954.) 
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THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 25, 1954 


Untrep States SENATE, 
ComMITTrEe ON Post Orrice AND CiviL SERVICE, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a. m., in room 135, 
Senate Office Building, Senator Frank Carlson, chairman, presiding. 

Present: Senators Carlson, Duff, Jenner, Griswold, Purtell, Upton, 
Pastore, and Lennon. 

The CuatrMan. The committee will please come to order. We are 
going to continue our hearings this morning on 8S. 2665, a bill to amend 
the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, and the Federal Employees 
Pay Act of 1945, as amended, and for other purposes. 

This morning we are very happy to have with us several witnesses 
from the Government departments, 

First, I want to mention that we have some new chairs around this 
table this morning. I think maybe that is the New Look, and we are 
very happy about it because we were getting to where we needed some 
new furniture. 

The first witness we are going to call on this morning is Philip 
Young, Chairman of the Civil Service Commission. Mr. Young, we 
are very happy to have your organization up here, and you may proceed 
in any way you care to. 


STATEMENT OF PHILIP YOUNG, CHAIRMAN, CIVIL SERVICE COM- 
MISSION; ACCOMPANIED BY JOHN W. MACY, JR., EXECUTIVE 
DIRECTOR; SEYMOUR BERLIN, CHIEF, PROGRAM PLANNING 
DIVISION; AND ROBERT S. HARE, CHIEF, PAY SYSTEMS SECTION 


Mr. Youna. Yesterday President Eisenhower outlined a set of pro- 
posals which he feels should be taken together as an overall and inter- 
related approach to improved personnel management in the Federal 
service. And I would like to hand you, Mr. Chairman, a copy of this 
statement of the President, dated February 24, which sets forth his 
program. I think most everyone has seen an account of it in the 
newspapers. 

The Cuarrman. Yes. Without objection, it will be made a part of 
the record at this point. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 

Mr. Youne. These proposals are the result of studies by a subcom- 
mittee of the Cabinet, formed to explore how we could best adjust pay 
inequities existing in the Federal service, and provide other necessary 
elements of a well-rounded personnel program. The proposals for 
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legislative action, which I will be discussing today, are part of our 
overall effort for improverns nt of the Federal service. 

Two of the proposals which are a part of the President’s program 
» bel di ctly cammechal| 5 the agencies most concerned. One of 
i - the vecleniiicelinn job evaluation, and new pay scale for 
the postal field service, as recommended by the Postmaster General. 
That is a plan which will improve conditions, solve problems, and 
adjust inequities for both management and employees in the postal 
service. 


Oo 


The second proposal in this category—unemployment insurance for 
Federal employees—is one of the legislative aims of the Department 
of Labor. The administration and the Civil Service Commission 
strongly een these proposals. 

Another feature of the total administration program involves im- 
provement of governmental pe nsion plans which will be based on rec 
ommendations of the Committee on Retirement Policy for Feder: « 
Personnel. This committee is scheduled to report to the Congress in 
the near future. 

Two important proposals, which we believe have great potential in 
increasing employee satisfaction in the Federal service, were first pub- 
licly announced in the President’s statement yesterday. One calls for 
a program of contributory group life insurance, on a voluntary basis, 
for all Federal employees. The other would set up a program ‘of con- 
tributory medical care and hospitalization insurance open to all Fed- 
eral employees on a voluntary basis. Specific proposals concerning 
these two programs for Federal employees will be sent to Congress 
some time later in this session. We hoy e that these proposals can be 
worked out as a joint product of the thinking of the legislative and 
executive branches. 

The remainder of the important points in the President’s outline are 
those which we are to consider more spec ifically here today. 

All of these matters we are discussing involve the concept that good 
management in Government, as elsewhere, requires good organization, 
good personnel, and satisfied employees. We are considering here 
legislation involving benefits to employees. Let us keep in mind that 
it is legislation for the benefit of the Government also. 

[t is our responsibility to give the American people the best service, 
and we also have a responsibility to the people and to the Congress to 
perform this service as efficiently and as economically as possible. 
A properly conceived program of personnel administration contributes 

) all phases of good management. 

In the relatively short time I have been with the Civil Service 
Commision, I have become greatly aware of conditions which need 
improving. This administration has decided that something must 
be done about correcting these conditions. It has given a great deal of 
thought and attention to improving personnel management. 

The policy of this administration concerning revision of the pay 

cales of the Classification Act is the item that naturally evokes much 
interest. The pay plan i in the Classification Act has been w: irped over 
a period of years. This distortion had come about by the process 
of almost flat across-the-board increases which would ‘only increase 
the inequi ities which are now prevalent in the pay structure. 

The time is now here when a start toward correcting the distortions 
in the Classification Act must be made within the limitations of the 
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additional expenditures that can be borne by the overall budget. 
Equal pay for substantially equal work is a good management prin- 
ciple. A lack of such pay relationships is a cause of employee dis- 
satisfaction. No employee is happy if his pay does not measure up 
to the difficulty and responsibilities of his position. When an em- 
ployee sees someone else get paid almost as much as he for doing a 
much easier job, he feels that he is not being treated fairly, and he 
loses enthusiasm and zest for his job. 

Likewise, differences in the levels of importance and difficulties of 
positions should be reflected in differences in pay. Otherwise the basic 
principle of a true career system is violated. Incentive for career 
advancement and the assumption of higher grade duties and respon- 
sibilities in a career system result from the possibility of greater per- 
sonal rewards—including additional pay. When the difference in 
pay between the supervisor and those he supervises becomes too small, 
then a true career service is threatened. 

The legislative program which I am recommending for your im- 
mediate consideration is quite comprehensive. It is geared to carry- 
ing out the administration’s overall program on personnel manage- 
ment and covers the following: 

1. A start toward correcting the inequities and distortions of the 
Classification Act of 1949. 

2. Increasing the number of positions in grades GS-16, 17, and 18, 
so that the Government can attract and retain topnotch people; and 
to correct improper classification of many existing jobs. 

5. Extension of longevity benefits to employees through grade 
GS-15. 

t. Payment above the minimum rate of the grade to recruit and 
retain employees in hard-to-fill jobs. 

5. Extension of the wage-board system to trades and labor em- 
ployees now covered by the CPC schedule and abolishment of that 
schedule. 

6. Adjustment of overtime and premium pay provisions for most 
salaried employees outside the postal service to bring them in line 
with private industry and to reflect changing conditions. 

7. Improvement and simplification of the Government’s incentive 
awards program. 

8. Achievement of a more flexible and simplified personnel man- 
agement by repeal of section 1310 of the Supplemental Appropriations 
Act, 1952, as amended—the so-called Whitten amendment. 

9. Better selection of employees from civil-service registers by per- 
mitting appointing officers to hire 1 from 5 qualified candidates rather 
than 1 from 3. 

Mr. Chairman, your committee has been considering the bill you 
introduced, S. 2665. Your bill certainly represents a progressive step 
forward in the field of personnel management. As you know, many 
of the elements of the administration’s program are already con- 
tained in S. 2665. 

We have prepared an overall bill, however, encompassing the total 
legislative program that we are proposing for your committee’s con- 
sideration. We have done this to spell out as specifically as possible 
the details of our program in the belief that this will assist you in 
offering amendments to 8. 2665 to include any parts of this program 
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with which you agree and which are not already included. We have 
also prepared a statement of purpose and justification for each of the 
main provisions of the program. In each instance, there is a state- 
ment of what is proposed and why such action is needed. 

I should mention at this point that we do not favor two provisions 
now contained in 8S, 2665. As the Commission indicated in its letter 
to you of February 19, it does not favor title 1V of the bill, cited as 
the “Federal Employees’ Uniform Allowance Act.” The proposed 
allowance of an amount up to $100 per annum would make the annual 
cost of this bill very substantial. W eighing the benefits to be derived 
from this legislation against the P resident's policy of curtailing ex- 
penditures wherever possible, we do not recommend such legislation 
at this time. 

We also recommend against section 202 (f) of S. 2665. That section 
would provide that additional pay for holiday work would be at the 
same rate as the regular overtime rate, which is 114 times the em- 
ployee’s basic compensation. The Commission does not favor the 
provision increasing the aggregate compensation for holiday work 
until such time as further study is made on the possible policy and 
cost impact of such an increase on those employees who are not covered 
by the Federal E mployees’ Pay Act. 

At this point, Mr. Chairman, I would be pleased, if it meets with 
your desire, to go over each of our proposals in some det: ul and to 
answer any questions which you and the other committee members 
might wish to raise. 

The Carman. Mr. Chairman, first I want to state that you have 
presented this committee with a very inclusive overall program which, 
as I get it, would place the Government employees in a somewhat 
similar position to many civilian employees in our industry, and it 
is a forward step in the labor-management relationships of Govern- 
ment employees, as I see it. I would say it is a very ambitious and a 
very large program, and I think it has much merit. 

Now, it goes far beyond the bill that we are considering this morn- 
ing, and I don’t know what will be the view or the wishes of the com- 
mittee here. Personally, I would like to have you express your views 
on some of these items that you have proposed, and I can assure you 
that if we are going into those other phases we will, of course, want 
to have additional he: arings on them. But presently we are consid- 
ering this bill. 

Senator Pastore. Don’t you think, Mr. Chairman, it might be well 
for Mr. Young to explain in detail each of the nine points he has 
here, and get his thoughts on them ¢ 

I understand, Mr. “Young, that you are opposed to title IV only 
because of the cost, and not the justice. 

Mr. Youn. The cost is the overriding consideration at the present 
time, 1n my opinion. 

Senator Pastore. Don’t you think it is quite unfair and rather 
demoralizing to have the Government provide uniforms for one seg- 
ment of its workers who are required to wear uniforms by law and 
regulation, and require others to pay for them where it is also required 
by law and regulation—where do we justify that, when we speak of 
these inequities? How do we justify that ? 

Mr. Youna. I think there may be an inequity there, as there are 
others in this whole compensation area. This is a matter, however, 
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which I think should be considered very carefully and considered 
in terms of its importance when placed up against the other inequities 
that exist. And if we can only afford to do so much, then I think it is 
a basic question of what we are going to do first. 

Senator Pastore. I got the impression—and I may be wrong— 
that all of your suggestions, generally speaking, affect the higher 
grades. Now, this expense of maintaining a uniform is usually for 
people in the lower grades. Don’t you think they need assistance just 
as much as these grades GS-16, 17, and 18? 

Mr. Youne. I can’t agree with your remarks, Senator, that we are 
doing something only for the higher grades. 

Senator Pastore. All right, maybe I’m wrong. As we go along I 
may be proven wrong. But that is how it struck me. I still main- 
tain, however, that we ought to take it step by step and find out what 
we are getting into. 

The CuarrMan. If there is no objection, we would be very happy, 
Mr. Young, if you would start down this schedule that you mentioned 
here, and discuss each one. 

Mr. Youne. Mr. Chairman, almost all of these items included in 
here are included in one form or another in S. 2665, except this one 
about the rule of five and this one concerning the realinement of the 
pay scale. 

Now, the suggestions we have to make with respect to adjusting 
inequities in the Classification Act pay scale are relatively simple, 
and as that is one of the major items, [ would think perhaps we ought 
to discuss that one first, if that is agreeable. 

The CuamrMman. I think it would be well to discuss it, but I want 
to assure you if we are going to add it to this bill as an amendment, 
we are going to have to have a little time on it. 

So, just lay the groundwork for us now. 

Mr. Youne. Our proposal with respect to the —— ation Act 
pay scale is really based on two basic assumptions: A dollar factor 
of what we think the budget can afford, in terms of pay increases or 
adjustments, and based upon the assumption that we want to do as 
much as we can within the present ceiling limitations of the present 
pay scale. 

As you know, the top pay grade now is grade 18, at $14,800, and 
we have no proposals to break through that ceiling or to go above 
that figure. Therefore, it necessarily means that whatever adjust- 
ments we can make with respect to correcting inequities have to be 
from that point down. 

As a result of that ceiling, there has developed a situation over the 
years where there is a great deal of what we call compression in these 

various grades, especially between grade 1 and grade 15. Across- 
the-board increases in the past have aad to compound existing 
inequities between grades so that you do not have a satisfactory dif- 
ferential between responsibilities and between grades. 

Now, in talking about revision of the Classification Act pay scale, 
we are talking about roughly 42 percent of the Federal employees. 
Of course this does not cover the 20 percent included in the field service 
of the Post Office Department which are covered by the Postal Pay 
Act, and neither does it include 32 percent of your Federal employees 
in the blue-collar groups, who are paid on the basis of local prevailing 
wages. Further, it does not include—in case anyone is adding up 
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these percentages—the 6 percent of the Federal employees who are 
included under a variety of small independent pay plans and special 
statutes. 

Senator Pastore. Mr. Chairman, so that I may understand that 
problem, have you worked out any system which is more specific, 
to carry out your point? I mean what would you do with grades 1, 
9,3,4,and 5? If you are going to use $14,800 as the top figure, does 
your plan propose a cutting down, or a raise? 

’ Mr. Youne. Perhaps that could be demonstrated most clearly 
graphically, Senator. 

We have a chart here, if you would care to see that. This is not a 
question of reducing anybody’s pay. 

Senator Pastore. I am happy to hear that. 

Mr. Youne. In fact, the great majority—something over 80 per- 
cent—of Federal employees, now covered under the Classification Act, 
are in for a raise in pay, although it will not be an even across-the- 
board increase. 

We have attempted to do an honest job here in terms of adjustment 
with respect to inequities, and there ii we have distributed through 
out the whole scale these various increases. 

I think, Mr. Berlin, we should have that chart, showing the incre- 
ment by grades, and where it falls. 

(Chart, entitled “Present and Proposed Entrance Rates for Gen- 
eral Schedule Positions Under Classification Act,” follows. ) 


PRESENT AND PROPOSED ENTRANCE RATES FOR 
GENERAL SOMEE POSITIONS UNDER THE CLASSWICHTION ACT 


GRADE 
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Ir. YounG. This chart shows our proposal with respect to the ac- 
tual distribution. 
The orange portion represents the proposed increase. 
Now, may I point out one word of warning with respect to this 
chart, because it may be misleading. It is designed to show how we 
have adjusted the curve, in order to make it more equitable and get a 
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better salary differential between grades and, therefore, between re- 
sponsibilities reflected by those grades. 

The size of the orange block does not indicate the increase in dollars 
involved in each grade, because as you go up the scale you have fewer 
and fewer people in each grade and the dollar amount is very small. 

We have a small table which does illustrate that particular point, 
which I think might be helpful to you at this point, if we passed it 
around. 

(The table referred to follows :) 


Distribution of full-time employees by Classification Act grade and increases 
under proposed pay scales for individuals within each grade, total increases 
for all employees in each grade, and total increases, June 30, 1953. 





CPC schedul 
Grad cr 
N {| I Nur fil l 
r i Otal INCT Si 
nployees T ‘ employee crease 
7 1 Non None 28 Non 
106, 842 N one None 5, 959 None 
l 237 SS $9, 661, S50 21, O81 None 
1 137, 710 75 10, 328, 250 13, 788 None 
} 140 1S, 27¢ 7( ] y Sor 
é & 5O5 205 7, 911, 97 nH 51 50 
46, 720 10 ®, S62, 356 12, O15 165 
s °1, 585 180 3, 885, 300 6, O59 260 | 
76, 282 240 18, 307, 680 1, S86 250 | 
l 3. 777 300 1 100 7 235 
11 50, 738 1 » 339, 480 | | 
12 35. 413 1640 6, 289, GRO 
I 21, O84 440 9, 277, 400 q 
14 8, OR 60K 5, 211, 000 
, 1 & 126, SOL 
16 445 0-800 67, OOO 
l 160 0-800 109, 850 
18 ( { 0 
Total 109, 397 148, 998, 685 115, 931 5, 733, 268 
tal employees, June 30, 1953, 1,025,328; total increase $154,731,953 
otal employees, Sept. 20, 1953, 1,003,682; proposed total increase $151,456,000. 


Mr. Youna. Now, you will find that the larger numbers of employees 


are in grades 2, 3, and 4 of the general schedule. In grades 2, 3, and 


4 you have something over 435,000 employees. For example, in grade 

1 the pop ulation at the present time is about 137,000; in grade 5 you 
a op di wn to 96,000: oT ade 7. 96.000: oOTt ace 9. 76.000: eeade 11, 50,000: 
erade 15, 21,0005 orade 15, 3,000—almost 4,000. 

So you see that the population goes down very rapidly as the grades 
go up, and there your dollar figures do as well. So the bulk of the 
money that you are going to add to the total payroll here, which 
amounts to roughly $150 million net increase in the total payroll, 
will fall in your lower and middle grades, and very little of it actually 
in the upper grades. 

For example, in grade 4, which I was speaking of a moment ago, 
where you have almost 138,000 people, the individual increase at that 
point is $75, and yet you are speaking in terms of something well over 
$10 million in increase for that one grade because of the large number 
of people in it. And there would be a $9 million increase for grade 3, 
for ex ample. 

The CHAIRMAN. May I ask a question right there on these lower 


grades and the amount you are increasing: Did you go into the Bureau 
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of Labor Statistics and the Cost of Living Index in arriving at some of 
these figures ? 

Mr. Youne. Yes; we have studied very carefully the Cost of Living 
Index, and we can also show you a picture of what that looks like, 
Mr. Chairman, if you would like to look at that next. 

The CrarrmMan. I just wanted to check on that. 

Now, I want to ask you this question: Did you make some com- 
parisons with the salaries of private industry ? 

Mr. Youne. We can show you specific jobs, where we have com- 
pared types of jobs with private industry, as well as with public 
administration, State and local government propositions. 

Here you have percentage changes since 1939 in entrance rates 
for Classification Act grades compared with the change in the Con- 
sumer Price Index. 

(The chart, entitled “Percentage Changes Since 1939 in Entrance 
Rates for Classification Act Grades, Compared With the Change in 
the Consumer Price Index,” was shown.) 

(The chart follows :) 


PERCENTAGE CHANGES S/NCE 1939 /N ENTRANCE RATES FOR 
CLASS/FICATION ACT GRADES, COMPARED WITH THE CHANGE IN THE 
CONSUMER PRICE INDEX 
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Mr. Young. Again, this chart shows what has happened in terms 
of the middle and upper grades. The percentage change in the Con- 
sumer Price Index since 1939, 93.6 percent—and then as we go along, 
we see that GS-1 has done pretty well, the percentage change being 
98.4. 

The Cuatmrman. Do I understand the GS-1 is above the average in- 
crease since 1939 ¢ 

Mr. Younc. Yes, that is correct, Senator. 

Senator Pastore. You mean average increase as to other grades or 
the average increase as to private industry for comparable positions? 

Mr. Youne. Over the Consumer Price Index, as compared with the 
changes in the Consumer Price Index, the entrance level at each grade. 

Senator Pastore. Now, what is the formula you use in arriving at 
that? You take a person in GS-1, who buys a loaf of bread has to 























FRINGE BENEFITS FOR FEDERAL EMPLOYEES 51 


pay for it like a person in GS-15. It is the same loaf of bread. They 
eat just as much, maybe more. 

Mr. Youna. The same loaf of bread, that is right, at the same price. 

There is also one other extenuating circumstance, which is simply 
the fact that the GS-1 doesn’t have the same amount of income tax 
to deal with as the GS-15—which, of course, has no bearing on this 
point. But that is a factor. 

With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask Mr. 
Berlin, who computed these figures, to explain the computation. 

Mr. Berurn. Yes, sir. 

The GS-1, for example, indicates that, as compared with the 1939 
entrance rate for GS-1, the present GS-1 salary has increased 98.4 
percent. Similarly, the GS-2 

The CuairMan. Let’s stop there. Now, based upon the Cost of 
Living Index, 93.6 percent would have taken care of it, is that right? 

Mr. Berwin. That is right, sir. In other words, the Consumer 
Price Index has increased from 1939 to the present, 93.6 percent. 

The GS-1 has increased on the entrance rate, 98.4 percent. Simi- 
larly, the GS-2 has increased 91 percent; GS-3, 82.1 percent, and so 
on, down to GS-15, which has increased 35 percent. 

Mr. Youne. Thank you. 

As you can see, the dotted line shows what would happen under the 
proposed plan. As you get up near the top of the scale, of course the 
increase is far less than it is in the lower scale. 

It also tends to indicate the amount of compression, that I spoke of 
a few moments ago, in these grades. 

Let’s look at this compression picture a moment, because that is a 
very important item from the point of view of seeing what we are 
up against. 

(A chart was shown, entitled “Relation of Lowest and Highest 
Salaries for Adult Workers Under the Classification Act.”) 

(The chart follows :) 


RELATION OF LOWEST AND H/GHEST SALARIES 
FOR ADULT WORKERS UNDER THE CLASSILICATION ACT 
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Mr. Youne. Now, here it shows, going back to 1928, that the high- 
est salary in GS-15 was 9 times as much as the lowest sal: ary for an 
adult employee. Then that has gradually gone down, until you come 
to the low point there of 1948, on the blue columns, where the grade 
15 was on ly paid 5 » times as much as your lowest paid worker. 

Grades 17, and 18 were added on at that point, but if you just 
look at ae bine column for a moment you will see that it went up 

little in 1949, and then dropped again in 1951. Even if you add in 
le 18, with only 66 employees at the present time, they only get 
12 times as much as your lowest paid worker. 

aking of income tax, I have made a slight adjustment on that. 
ust to see what would happen there, and if you take that 1951 column 
and adjust it for, let’s say, take-home pay, taking out income tax and 
puttin ¢ it on the average of 4 withhoidines, 2 children—which is 
probably a perfectly sound basis upon which to judge it—that 6.12 for 
grade 18, in the last column, drops to 4.2, actually—I’m sorry, it 
drops to 5. 2 ve to 5 if you adjust it for taxes, and the 4.88 
drops to 4.2. , it is really worse than that chart shows. 

Senator nena Did you take into account the income tax re- 

nsibility on the previous chart ? 

rst. Youne. No, er that is not taken into account. It just makes 
the picture look worse. 

Senator Pasrorr. In your opinion, it would just make it sag more? 

Mr. Youne. That is right. 

So, this shows up primarily this compression factor that you get 
in the middle and upper grades, particularly, which is one of the 
things we have to correct, insofar as we can, but where you stay 
beneath the present top level of the scale there is only so much that 
you can do in terms of adjustment. 

Se nator Pastore. Is it fair to say at this moment that people in 
gerade 3 have done a little better than the rise in the cost of living? 

Mr. Youna. People in the lower and middle grades, Senator, have 
been doing very well in terms of being able to compete on a favor- 
able paid basis with industry and other public jurisdictions. 

Senator Griswoip. Compete with what ? 

Mr. es ng. With like jobs in industry and other public jurisdic- 
tions, other types of local government and State government. 

That is always a dangerous statement to make, and there will be 
many of my friends in this r om who will want to argue on that 
point, but may I po nt out that it is 2 general statement. sw eeping here 
with a broad brush, and it is possible for anybody to pick out indi- 
vidual categories or classes of groups or types of skills, where that 
may not bethe case. For example, at the pres ent time = 

Senator Pasrorr. It all depends upon the geographical location 
where you apply the rule. 

Mr. Youne. The geographical location would not have so much 
bearing on the people under the Classification Act, as it is where you 
are operating under a wage board system. 

Senator Pastore. They pay less for stenographers, for instance, in 
private industry than in the Government. 

Mr. Younc. That is right. And if you take, for example, tabulating 
machine operators, where industry at the present time is paying con- 
siderably more than the Government, we are in a serious shortage in 
terms of recruitment. It is almost impossible for us to get tabulating 


a 
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machine categories, whereas in the other categories we are paying as 
well or better than private industry. 

I think perhaps you might be interested in seeing that other chart 
on certain of those jobs in some of the lower brackets, if you have it 
there, which merely shows this kind of comparison. 

Senator Griswoip. Mr. Young, may I ask a question: Do you have 
any charts showing the number of resignations by grades by people 
wile desire to go into private industry? Do you have any such chart 

r statement available? 

Mr. Youne. We wouldn’t have that information available, Senator, 
without actually going out and digging for it, because there is no 
followup after a person resigns. We don’t know what happens to him. 

Senator Griswoip. You would have the resignations in toto, but you 
don’t know for what purpose they were. 

Mr. Youne. That is correct. 

Resignations over the last 7 months, excluding reductions in force 
and discharges, have been averaging 25,000 a month. 

The Cuatrman. That would be 300,000 a year. Is that a normal 
figure ? 

Mr. Youne. That is our present normal turnover. 

Senator Griswoip. The figure I was wondering about was the resig- 
nations, say, in grade 15, as compared to grade 10, as compared to 
grade 5,and so forth. Where do these resignations occur ? 

Mr. Youne. Most of our turnover you will find below grade 5, in the 
first four grades. That is where your highest rate is. It is partly due 
to the large number of women employed; it is partly due to the fact 
that you don’t have as many skilled or professional and scientific per- 
sonnel in those grades. When you get above grade 5, then the turn- 
over figures go down very rapidly. So, it is very small at the top. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Young, do you want to explain this next chart 
here? 

Mr. Younea. Yes. 

(A chart was shown, entitled “Comparison of Average Weekly Sal- 
aries of Office Workers Under the Classification Act and Similar 
Workers in Industry.”). 

(The chart follows. ) 
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COMPARISON OF AVERAGE WEEKLY SALARIES 
OF OFFICE WORKERS UNDER THE CLASSIFICATION ACT 
AND SIMILAR WORKERS IN INDUSTRY 


s 
70; BB cuassiricarion act 


INDUSTRY 


AB 
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Mr. Youne. All we do here is to take certain industrial-type jobs 
where we felt we could get a truly accurate comparison between Gov- 
ernment jobs and industrial jobs, and then put them on a comparable 
basis. 

There is always an element of human judgment and error in this 
kind of arbitrary comparison, because we are determining what we 
think is comparable, and your judgment, Mr. Chairman, might be 
quite different than mine in terms of stacking these up against each 
other. 

The blue portion represents the average weekly salary paid in in- 
dustry for that particular job, which is listed underneath, and the 
brown represents what is now being paid for the same job in 
Government. 

You will notice there my reference to tabulating-machine operator, 
where the blue is very much higher than what we are paying at the 
present time. 

Now, those are selected jobs, and we only picked out jobs where 
we thought we could get an accurate comparison. There are so many 
variations that one could pull out of the hat in order to try to demon- 
strate this sort of a picture, it is like making up such a study as we 
did for our basic pay study, which was a statistical compilation of 
factual information. And I was very much pleased when the vari- 
ous articles in the paper came out, in which they were using it both 
to prove and disprove the same points, because it demonstrates to 
me that we have done a good job in assembling all the basic facts. 
And you are up against the same problem in this type of a comparison. 

Senator Durr. This schedule would indicate, as I take it, then, 
that on the average, in 9 times out of 11, the Government is paying 
more than they do in comparable situations in industry? Is that a 
proper conclusion ? 

Mr. Youna. In 9 times out of 11—— 
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Senator Durr. Is this representative of the whole line of 
employment ¢ 

Mr. Youna. No, sir. This is a selected list. 

Senator Durr. It is not characteristic of the whole line of 
employment ¢ 

Mr. Youna. No. If you want a general statement, in your lower 
and middle grades, the Government employees under the Classifi- 
cation Act are being paid roughly the equivalent of, or in some quar- 
ters, slightly better than, what they would get in industry for com- 
parable responsibilities. 

Senator Pastore. Would you designate what grades those classi- 
fications come under? 

Mr. Young. It runs from 1 through 4, I believe. 

Senator Pasrorr. Take the first one, for instance. 

Mr. Youne. You mean each particular job? 

Senator Pasrore. Yes. 

Senator Griswotp. Do those salaries include fringe benefits of all 
types? 

Mr. Young. Only straight average weekly salary. 

Mr. Hare. The mimeograph operator here at the left is grade 1. 

The key-punch operator was also grade 1 in this instance. 

The typist, class B, was grade 1. 

The comptometer operator, grade 2. 

File clerk, class B, was grade 2. 

Stenographer, general, was grade 2. 

Tabulating machine operator, grade 2. 

Typist, class A, was grade 2. 

Billing-machine operator, and file clerk, class A, were grade 3. 

Payroll clerk, grade 4. 

I might say that the information regarding the industrial rates 
was compiled by the Bureau of Labor Statistics and covered 21 
major labor-market areas, and they do represent averages. 

Senator Pastorr. And you would say, Mr. Young, that insofar as 
the increase in the cost of living between 1939 and 1953, as compared 
with the raises that have been given in the meantime, that it was 
more than had been met in those particular categories, or pretty 
nearly met ? 

Mr. Youna. Let’s go back to the other chart fora moment. I would 
say that it hasn’t created a serious inequity in these categories. 

Senator Pastore. In grade 1, for instance, that is pretty close up 
there, isn’t it? 

Mr. Youne. Grade 1 has increased more than the CPI index over 
that period, that is correct. 

Senator Pastore. And grade 2 is pretty close to it. 

Mr. Youna. That is right. 

I think it would be interesting to note that, in that connection, in 
1939, for example, 13.1 percent of your Federal employees were in 
grades equivalent to grade GS-1. 

In 1953, 0.8 percent of your Federal employees were in GS-1. It 
has been that much of a shift upward in the scale. So that grade 1, 
while it looks high in there, really doesn’t affect very much of the 
actual number. 

Senator Griswoip. From what year ? 
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Mr. Younc. From 1939 to 1953. 

Senator Griswotp. Of course that could be due somewhat to the 
use of more complicated machinery, comptometer machines, IBM 
machines, and that type of activity. 

Mr. Youna. It could be. But grade 1 is becoming relatively useless 
today, partly because of the low starting point in terms of s: alar y, and 
it is very difficult to recruit for it. 

ut, if you take grade 2, we have had some shift in emphasis from 
1939 to 1953, and in 1939 grade 2 represented 18.1 percent of your 
Federal employees: in 1953 it represented 12.1 percent. 

Senator Pastore. How do you explain that? That is a sort of 
strange paradox now, if you say in that particular category of GS-1 
we have made allowance for the increase in the cost of living over the 
period from 1939 to 1953, and we are paying better in the Govern- 
ment than in private industry? ‘That doesn’t follow to a logical con- 
clusion, in my mind. 

Mr. Youna. I can see what is bothering you about it. It is partly 
the fact that you don’t have the same demand now that you had for 
grade 1. And I think I am correct in stating that in your CPC 
schedule you would have siphoned off during that period, I believe, 
some of the people that would have been in grade 1 today. 

Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Youn. On this same point, Senator, it is interesting to note 
that vou have had a fairly high percentage increase in grade 3 and in 
gerade 4, and grade 5 has stayed roughly the same. I mean that the 
center of population has moved up a couple of grades. 

Senator Grisworp. I think, Mr. Young, an explanation of what 
Senator Pastore refers to, is that in industry you have had a smaller 
shift of a steady declining number in the lower classification. That 
is true with the heavy workers and it is true of the office workers, an 
increase more in the slightly higher grades. So that while they do 
leave industry to go to the Government, you are talking about a 
maller group both in industry and Government. 

Mr. Youne. I think that is true. 

Senator Pastore. Where do they go? 

Senator Griswotp. I think they have improved somewhat. The 
percentage of people who are high school graduates is greatly more 
than it was 20 years ago. 

Senator Pastore. I follow that, but after all there is a certain 
amount of f talent that is required for a certain grade, and the person 
complies with the standards of that classification. Now, if he is not 
in private industry, he may be in Government, and if he is in Gov- 
ernment he may be attr: acter l to private industry. 

Senator Griswotp. Making of records and keeping of records, both 
in Government and in industry, has become more and more compli- 
cated. Perhaps that is not all best, but then I think it is true. 

The Cuarrman. I think, Mr. Young, if there are tables you would 
want to insert in the hearings, we would like to have them. I don’t 
think we want too many, but some of these which we have been dis- 
cussing, we would want to have in the record. 

Mr. Younc. We can insert these that we have been talking about 
here, and give individual committee members copies of these. 
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(The additional chart or table, not previously inserted in the record, 
follows :) 
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Mr. Youna. There is one other chart that I think we might put up 
on the easel for a moment, just to pull this back to show what pro- 
portion of the total Federal population we are considering. 

(A chart was shown, entitled “Distribution of Federal Employees 
by Pay System.”) 

(The chart follows:) 


DISTRIBUTION OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEES BY PAY SYSTEMS 
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Mr. Youna. In this readjustment of pay schedules which we are 
talking about this morning, we are dealing solely with the Classifica- 
tion Act, representing 42 percent of the pie. And at some later date 
you will be confronted with the Post Office proposals for readjust- 
ment in their pay schedule, covering 20 percent. 

On the whole wage board area we are continuing our study of that 
problem. It is a complicated area, and the other 6 percent of the 
small independent pay systems will be studied as these major areas 
are resolved, in terms of attempting to keep them in line to see that 
they get fair and equitable treatment. That 6 pereent—you may be 
interested in what is included in that. There are actually several 
different pay systems included in that 6 percent; for example, the 
Tennessee Valley Authority; the Atomic Energy Commission; the 
Foreign Service of the State Department ; physicians, dentists, nurses, 
and other employees in the Department of Medicine and Surgery of 
the Veterans’ Administration—they have their own pay system; 
clerks of local selective service boards; positions under the Executive 
Pay Act; and civilian lecturers and professors at the Naval War Col- 
lege and the Naval Academy. That makes up most of that little 
piece of 6 percent. 

Well, Mr. Chairman, I believe that this gives you a brief outline of 
what we are proposing on revision of the Classification Act pay scales, 
and we will be glad to submit any additional information or to return 
for further discussions of this at any time that you wish. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Young, I feel certain that before action is 
taken we will want you to come back on this. You have laid the 
whole groundwork. As I understand it, you are making a proposal 
for salary adjustments, and if there is no ‘objection we can leave this 
at the present time and go on to some other phase of it, because we 
will not be able to act on this without some further studies and hear- 
ings, I will assure you. 

Now, you started on No. 1 there of your recommendations. So you 
may go ahead with No. 2, and go on down the line, if you will. 

Mr. Youna. Well, we are requesting an increase in the number of 
positions covered by grades 16, 17, and 18, from the present maximum 
of 400 allowed by the ‘Classification Act, to a total of 700. 

Further, we are suggesting that the present limitation on the num- 
ber of those positions within each grade should be removed. 

Our reasons for making this pr oposal are basically three in number: 
An increase in the number of these higher grade positions would make 
it possible to maintain accurate classification for positions in grades 
15 and above. It would also eliminate inequities to employees occu- 
pying positions which cannot be placed in the correct grade at the 
present time, because of the ceiling on each grade. Thirdly, it would 
place the Government in a fairer competitive position with private 
employers in fields where there are shortages. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Yous, before you leave that, the Library 
called me this morning; they were a little concerned about this pro- 
vision, and were wondering if it included the number of people used 
in these grades for special types of work, or if they were excluded. 
Have you given that any thought ? 

Mr. Youne. I am not sure which jobs they are referring to. They 
probably have special authority. 


Vit. 
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The Cuatrman. They do have, and Senator Dirksen is submitting 
a statement and amendment which follow: 


FEeBrRuARY 24, 1954. 
Hon. FRANK CARLSON, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear FRANK: In connection with S. 2665, which is pending before your com- 
mittee, it is suggested that an amendment which I have marked in the attached 
sheet should be adopted in order to keep the bill in line with the intention which 
was behind the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946. 

You may recall that in section 203 (b) (1) of that act we provided for some 
professional career research people in the Library of Congress whose rating 
should be kept on a par with others doing like work in Government. 

Consequently, if you intend to provide for 700 positions in grades 16, 17, and 18 
to do that type of work, it should be abundantly clear that the positions I refer 
to in the Legislative Reference Service in the Library of Congress shall be in 
addition to these 700. That will assure us that we shall not be pinched for the 
necessary research people to carry on and to serve the Congress. 

As a matter of fact, I think there is a need for more research people in the 
Reference Service today in view of the expanded workload which is upon the 
shoulders of every Member of the House and Senate. 

Sincerely, 
Everett McKINLEY DIRKSEN. 


AMENDMENT TO S§S. 2665 


It is suggested that section 102 (b) of S. 2665 be amended by striking lines 
8-10 on page 3 and substituting in lieu thereof the following : 

“(c) There shall not be more than 700 positions in grades 16, 17, and 18 of the 
General Schedule at any one time ; provided that positions that may be established 
under the proviso of section 208 (b) (1) of the Act of August 2, 1946 (60 Stat. 
836), may be in addition to these 700.” 

Mr. Young. I don’t think there would be any conflict, because I am 
sure their positions are under one or the other of the special author- 
ities which are outside of the Classification Act. 

The Cuarrman. We will check on that. 

All right, No. 3. If you have other material that you want to use 
on this we will put it in the record. Or, if there are any questions, feel 
free to ask them. 

Mr. Young. In the interest of time, Mr. Chairman, I might sug- 
gest that we submit a fuller justification statement for the record 
on each one of these points, and I will just cover the highlights of 
them as we go along. 

The Cuamrman. [f there is no objection to that procedure, we will 
follow it. 

(The statements referred to follow :) 


STATEMENT OF PURPOSE AND JUSTIFICATION OF ADMINISTRATION’S LEGISLATIVE 
PROGRAM ON PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT 


REVISION OF PAY SCHEDULES OF THE CLASSIFICATION ACT 


Purpose 

Without changing the lowest and the highest rate of pay of the Classification 
Act, to adjust the pay scales of the various grades so as to secure a better 
internal alinement; specifically, to relieve the compressions in the middle-salary 
brackets; to recognize more adequately the differences among these grades in 
difficulty and responsibility of work; and to provide adequate money incentives 
in promotions to more difficult or responsible work. 


Justification 

The pay schedules of the Classification Act are founded upon grades or levels 
of difficulty and responsibility of work. Naturally, this basis has facilitated the 
construction, revision, and administration of pay scales. In addition it is in- 
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tended to prov ide a firm and fair basis for promotions, transfers, and reassign- 
ments to higher positions as the employee develops in knowledge, ability, and 
experience and his capacity for accepting heavier responsibilities. 

However, uniform dollar increases and other salary-increase formulas since 
1945 have compressed the middle grades of the Classification Act so close 
together that they do not lend themselves effectively to all phases of personnel 
administration. 

Where, between a lower job and a higher job, the pay differential is too small 
compared to the responsibility differential, there is little or no incentive to an 
employee to aspire to the higher job and little financial reward that the Govern- 
ment may offer for undertaking new and weightier responsibilities. 

The proposed revision of the pay schedules is intended to improve their 
structure in this re spect 

New schedules are proposed of both the general schedule and the crafts, pro- 
tective, and custodial schedule. Other proposed legislative provisions in the 
bill contemplate having but one continuing schedule, the general schedule. 
Crafts, trades, and labor employees are to be shifted to prevailing wage schedules 
within a year. Guards, firefighters, and messengers will be shifted to the gen- 
eral schedule within 6 months. Until these shifts are completed the revised 
crafts, protective, and custodial schedule would apply. 

The structural form of the existing pay schedules is maintained. Except in 
grades GS-16 and GS-17, there is no change in the number of grades, the num- 
ber of steps within a grade, or in the amount of within-grade step increases. 
Like grade GS-18, grades GS-16, and GS-17 are each proposed as a single rate 
grade. 

The proposed pay schedules would affect approximately one million employees. 
The range of adjustments in rates would run from no increase to $800 a year. 
The average increase would be $150 or slightly more than 314 percent. Based on 
Classification Act population as of September 30, 1953, the estimated cost for the 
first year would be approximately $151,500,000. 


POSITIONS IN GRADES GS—16, GS-17, AND GS-18 


Purpos 
1. To increase the Classification Act limit from 400 to 700 positions in grades 
GS-16, 17, and 18. 


2. To remove existing limitations on the number of positions allowed at each 
of these grades. 


Justification 

The Classification Act of 1949 specifically provides a ceiling of 400 on the 
number of positions that may be authorized at grades GS-16, 17, and 18. The act 
provides for 25 positions at GS-18, 75 at GS-17, and 300 at GS-16. We believe 
that the ceiling should be raised to 700 and that all limitations on numbers 
allowed at each grade should be eliminated. 

At present 465 positions in grades GS-16, 17, and 18 have been authorized in 
addition to those specifically provided by the Classification Act. These are au- 
thorized for given agencies and programs through the Defense Production Act 
and various reorganization plans and appropriation acts. These positions are 
provided to meet particular special needs and would not be affected by the pro- 
posed general legislation. 

An increase in the number of positions at grades GS-16, 17, and 18 is 
necessary in the interests of Government program requirements, sound and equi- 
table pay administration, and accurate position classification. The Civil Serv- 
ice Commission recently asked for agency estimates of their need for positions at 
these grades. More than 700 additional positions were requested by the Federal 
agencies involved. Initial Commission review indicates that at least 300 of the 
requested positions warrant classification above grade GS-15 on the basis of 
their duties and responsibilities. These positions would be distributed among 
26 different agencies. 

Almost half of the requested additional positions are in the fields of engineering 
and scientific research for which there is a critical shortage of qualified person- 
nel. The provision of appropriate pay rates for needed positions in these fields 
would help to place the Government in a fair competitive position with private 
employers for these shortage skills. 

None of the 500 positions which warrant classification above grade GS-15 can 
be placed in the correct grade because of the present Classification Act ceiling. 
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Thus the present ceiling actually is contrary to the policy of equal pay for sub- 
stantially equal work expressed by Congress in the Classification Act. This 
creates serious pay inequities among employees, some of whom receive consider- 
ably less pay than their work assignments call for. 

The limitation on numbers of positions at each grade over GS-15 also hampers 
effective administration and correct classification of jobs. For example, al- 
though a position warrants classification at grade GS-18 it may be impossible 
to place it in that grade because the quota for grade GS-18 positions is filled. As 
a result the position must be placed in grade GS-17, or even GS-16, depending on 
the availability of spaces in these grades. Under this proposal, the Civil Service 
Commission would continue to maintain close control on the number of positions 
at each grade through prior review and approval of every classification action 
above grade GS-15. 

We estimate that the salary cost of placing 300 additional positions in grades 
above GS-15 would approximate $550,000 a year. 


LONGEVITY PAY INCREASE FOR EMPLOYEES IN GRADES GS-11 THROUGH GS-15 


Purpose 
To authorize longevity salary step increases for employees in grades GS-11 
through GS-15. 


Justification 


Longevity pay increases are now limited to employees at grades GS-10 and 
CPC-10 and below. Approximately 11 percent of the Classification Act employees 
are above these grades. The incentive provided by longevity pay increases is as 
essential in grades above GS-10, where opportunities for advancement are more 
limited, as it is in the lower grades. 

At present, about 13,000 employees in grades above GS-10 are at the top of 
their grades. Not all employees at the top of their grades are eligible for 
longevity step increases and some are eligible for more than one such increase. 
We estimate that about 8,000 employees over grade GS-10 might now qualify 
for longevity step increases. On this basis, the first year cost of the proposed 
legislation for employees in the executive branch would be approximately 
$1,585,000. 


TEMPORARY ADJUSTMENT OF MINIMUM PAY RATES IN ORDER TO RECRUIT AND RETAIN 
NEEDED PERSONNEL 


Purpose 


To authorize the Civil Service Commission to permit recruitment to Classifica- 
tion Act positions at within-grade salary rates above the minimum rate of the 
grade whenever it finds that such action is necessary to attract and retain 
needed personnel. 

Justification 

The Commission’s recruiting experience indicates that for certain types of 
jobs in specific localities it is sometimes impossible to obtain persons who will 
accept Government employment at the minimum rate of the appropriate Classi- 
fication Act grade. Where this is true, in the interests both of recruiting and 
retaining qualified workers, the Commission should be able to set a proper within- 
grade salary rate as the official minimum rate for given positions in specified 
agencies and localities. 

-ay above the minimum rate would be authorized only where absolutely 
necessary to recruit and keep employees who cannot be obtained at the minimum 
rate. These within-grade rates would be reexamined periodically and reduced 
to the minimum rate of the grade as soon as recruitment conditions allowed. 


PAY FOR CRAFTS, TRADES, AND MANUAL-LARBOR POSITIONS 

Purpose 

1. To exclude crafts, trades, manual labor, and other similar positions from 
the Classification Act of 1949 and pay them in accordance with local prevailing 
wage rates. 

2. To move all other positions from the crafts, protective, and custodial sched- 
ule (CPC) to the general schedule (GS) of the Classification Act. 

3. To abolish the CPC pay schedule of the Classification Act. 

44452—54——_-5 
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Justification 

Under this proposal, the CPC pay schedule would be abolished and the approxi- 
mately 116,000 positions now in it would be placed either in the general schedule 
of the Classification Act or would be paid on a local prevailing rate basis under 
wage boards or similar pay authority. This change was contemplated when the 
Classification Act of 1949 was passed. Various maintenance work and similar 
positions were not consolidated in the general schedule but rather were placed 
in a separate pay schedule (CPC) to facilitate later transfer to a local prevailing 
rate pay system. 

Over 750,000 Government crafts and labor positions in production and construc- 
tion work are paid on the basis of local prevailing wage rates. A much smaller 
number of similar positions in maintenance work (about 69,000) are paid under 
the statutory, nationwide CPC pay schedule of the Classification Act. This 
means that employees having similar qualifications, performing similar duties, 
appointed from the same civil-service lists, and many times working side by side 
are paid at different rates. The proposed legislation is necessary to eliminate 
this pay inequity. This action is also necessary to place the Federal Government 
in a better competitive position with private industry in the recruitment and 
retention of blue-collar workers. 

Moving the 69,000 crafts and labor positions to a local prevailing rate basis 
would leave 47,000 positions in the CPC schedule. The proposed legislation would 
transfer these 47,000 jobs (consisting of such occupations as guards, messengers, 
and firefighters) to the general schedule of the Classification Act of 1949. This 
would simplify the pay structure of the Classification Act. The number of grades 
under this act would be reduced from 28 to 18. 

We estimate that the total cost of placing 69,000 of the present CPC schedule 
jobs on a prevailing wage basis and transferring the other 47,000 to the GS 
schedule would be approximately $36,500,000. 

The proposed changes are in line with the recommendation of the Commission 
on Organization of the Executive Branch of the Government (first Hoover Com- 
mission) that rates of pay for blue-collar workers should be fixed and adjusted 
in relation to prevailing local wage rates. 


PREMIUM PAY 
Purpose 

1. To authorize, for salaried employees covered by the Federal Employees Pay 
Act of 1945, as amended, (a) a time-and-one-half overtime pay rate for employees 
with salaries up to the maximum rate of grade GS-9, now $5,810, and (b) an 
overtime rate of 144 times the hourly equivalent of the maximum rate of grade 
GS-9 for employees above that salary, subject to a ceiling on aggregate pay (base 
pay plus overtime pay) at the top rate of grade GS-15, now $11,800. 

2. To give agency heads the option of granting compensatory time off in lieu 
of overtime pay for irregular or occasional overtime duty performed by employees 
whose salaries are above the top of grade GS-9. 

3. To authorize additional annual pay, in lieu of hourly rates of premium pay, 
for employees whose working conditions are not suited to payment of hourly rates 
for overtime, night, and holiday work. 

4. To provide call-back overtime pay and to make other relatively minor 
changes in existing premium pay provisions. 

5. To prescribe statutory policies on tours of duty for salaried employees. 


Justification 

Other than temporary wartime legislation, the Federal Employees Pay Act of 
1945 was the first general statute providing overtime, night, and holiday pay for 
salaried employees of the Government outside the postal service. With minor 
changes in 1946, the 1945 statute has remained the basic premium-pay authority. 

The legislative proposals on premium pay are designed (@) to adjust the over- 
time pay rates of the Federal Employees Pay Act, primarily to take account of 
changes in salary schedules since 1945, and (0) to revise the overtime and other 
premium-pay provisions of the act in the light of administrative problems which 
have arisen during the nearly 9 years of the act’s operation. 

Overtime pay rates.—The Federal Employees Pay Act establishes a time-and- 
one-half overtime rate for employees whose salaries do not exceed $2,980 a 
year. Above this salary level, overtime pay is provided in accordance with a 
diminishing scale. This scale decreases from the full time-and-one-half rate at 


eo 


$2,980 to a flat rate of $628.33 for 416 overtime hours (8 hours a week for 52 
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weeks) for employees at salaries of $6,440 or more. The $628.33 figure amounts 
to less than half the straight-time rates, even at the $6,440 salary level. Over- 
time pay, like other premium pay, is subject to a $10,330 ceiling on aggregate 
pay (regular salary plus premium pay). 

The proposal would provide for (a) overtime pay at a time-and-one-half rate 
for employees at salaries up to the top rate of grade GS-9, now $5,810, (b) over- 
time pay at a rate equivalent to time-and-one-half of the top rate of grade GS-9 
for employees above that salary level, and (c) raising the ceiling on aggregate 
pay to the top rate of grade GS-15, now $11,800. 

Extending the time-and-one-half overtime rate to salaries above its $2,980 
maximum under the Federal Employees Pay Act is necessary to maintain a 
reasonable degree of consistency with the original intent of the act, standards 
set for industry by Federal statutes and regulations, and existing practices of 
American industry. 

We believe that the time-and-one-half overtime rate should cover employees 
at salaries up to the top rate of grade GS-9, now $5,810. This level is sufficiently 
low to exclude from the full overtime rate mest employees in the executive and 
administrative group and the higher professional levels. At the same time, it 
would extend the time-and-one-half rate to certain groups with special overtime 
problems, such as quarantine inspectors of the Public Health Service, and to the 
lower levels of engineering and scientific positions, where the existing rates of 
the Federal Employees Pay Act have proved disadvantageous to the Government 
in times of national emergency. 

For employees at salary levels above $5,810, the proposed legislation would set a 
fixed dollars-and-cents hourly rate of overtime pay, equal to the time-and-one-half 
rate on a salary of $5,810. This fixed dollars-and-cents rate becomes equal to a 
straight-time rate in the grade GS-13 range, and less than a straight-time rate at 
grades GS-14 and GS-15. 

Overtime pay above grade GS-9 is necessary to maintain reasonable differen- 
tials between aggregate pay rates (salary plus overtime) of employees and their 
supervisors when the workweek is extended, for example, to 48 hours. The Fed- 
eral Government does not have available the devices used by American industry 
to meet this need, such as lump-sum salary adjustments and various kinds of 
bonuses. 

The fixed overtime rate proposed would maintain exactly the same differentials 
in aggregate pay rates for an extended workweek as the differentials in regular 
salary rates. For example, there is a difference of $665 between the salaries of an 
employee at the middle rate of grade GS-10, $5,875, and his supervisor at the 
middle rate of grade GS-11, $6,540. The same dollars-and-cents overtime rate 
is proposed at both these salaries. Thus, if the Government in time of emergency 
should be placed on a 48-hour workweek, the employee and his supervisor would 
receive the same overtime pay. The difference between their aggregate pay rates, 
base pay plus overtime pay, would continue to be $665, equal to the difference 
between their regular salaries. 

Overtime pay, as well as other premium pay, would be subject to a ceiling on 
aggregate pay at the top rate of grade GS-15, now $11,800, rather than the 
existing ceiling of $10,330. This proposal would restore the ceiling to its grade 
level from 1946 to 1949. It would conform with the ceiling used for such other 
purposes as the proposed extension of longevity rates, the highest grade of the 
Classification Act in which an agency may place a position without advance 
approval by the Commission, and rates for experts and consultants under the 
Administrative Expenses Act of 1946. 

Compensatory time off in lieu of overtime pay.—The Federal Employees Pay Act 
requires that overtime be paid for in money unless the employee himself asks for 
compensatory time off. The proposed legislation would continue this require- 
ment at the lower salary levels but would require monetary overtime pay for 
employees at salaries above $5,810 only when the workweek is extended, for ex- 
ample, to 48 hours. Agencies would be authorized to decide whether employees 
at salaries above $5,810 would be given compensatory time off duty or paid in 
money for irregular, unscheduled overtime work. 

In practice, agencies and employees alike generally consider irregular overtime 
work of personnel at the higher grade levels to be voluntary and such overtime is 
not paid for. The proposals recognize this practical situation and would bring 
the overtime-pay statute closer to administrative practice. It would still permit 
an agency to pay in money for any overtime work at these levels which, for 
example, it might consider exceptionally burdensome. 
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Special provisions for certain kinds of work.—Two special types of Federal em- 
ployment do not fit well within the standard overtime-pay provisions. Some 
employees, such as fire fighters, are on duty for long periods but are in a standby 
status for much of their time on duty, at their stations ready to answer any calls 
but not performing actual work. Hours of work of certain other employees, such 
as investigators of criminal activities, cannot be controlled administratively in 
the usual way. Such assignments as trailing suspected criminals require 
substantial amounts of unscheduled overtime work and night and holiday duty. 

The Federal Employees Pay Act includes these two groups under its hourly 
premium-pay provisions. This has resulted in administrative problems and, in 
the case of such employees as fire fighters, unwarranted expense to the Govern- 
ment. Accordingly, the Commission in proposing additional pay on an annual 
basis for these groups in place of hourly rates of overtime, night, and holiday pay. 

Under the Commission’s proposals, employees with long tours of standby duty 
could receive additional annual pay at rates up to 25 percent of their rates of 
base pay. The additional annual pay would take the place of all other overtime, 
night, and holiday pay. Because they would already be on duty for 48 or more 
hours a week, as a rule, these employees would not be affected by any extension 
of the Federal workweek. 

The Commission is proposing additional annual pay, not in excess of 15 
percent of base-pay rates, for employees, such as investigators of criminal 
activities, whose hours of work are not subject to the usual administrative 
control and whose duties require substantial amounts of unscheduled overtime, 
night, and holiday work. The additional annual pay for such employees would 
take the place of other pay for unscheduled overtime work and for night and 
holiday duty. These employees, in addition, would receive overtime pay on the 
same basis as other employees when the workweek is extended, for example, 
to 48 hours. 

The proposed additional compensation on an annual basis for these two groups 
would be easy to administer, fair to the Government, and equitable for employees, 
especially those investigators whose peculiar working conditions now frequently 
require substantial amounts of overtime work without any overtime pay at all. 
Like overtime pay for other employees, the additional annual pay would be com- 
puted on only the first $5,810 of an employee’s salary rate and would be subject 
to the $11,800 ceiling on aggregate pay. 

Other premium-pay proposals.—The most important of the other premium-pay 
proposals is that on call-back pay. 

In American industry it is common to guarantee a certain minimum amount of 
pay for an employee called back to work on one of his days off or after having 
finished a regular day’s work and gone home. Although call-back work is found 
in the Federal service, special call-back benefits are not authorized by the Federal 
Employees Pay Act. The proposal would authorize a minimum of 2 hours’ pay 
at the overtime rate for any employee called in for overtime work on one of his 
days off or after having finished a regular day’s work. This would protect the 
employee from being called in for assignments of such short duration that pay for 
only the time on duty would be grossly inadequate compensation for his incon- 
venience. This minimum would also apply to nonovertime holiday duty. 

Other proposals would make very minor changes in night differential-pay provi- 
sions to meet specific administrative problems that have arisen, and would enact 
into law the principles currently expressed in rulings of the Comptroller General 
on overtime of employees in a travel status. 

Tours of duty.—The Federal Employees Pay Act prescribes a basic workweek 
of 40 hours, to be scheduled on not more than 6 days of any 7 consecutive days. 
Other than this, the act places no restriction on scheduling of employees’ tours 
of duty. 

The proposed legislation would include a statutory statement of policies on 
work schedules of employees covered by the act. The policies expressed would 
be mandatory except where an agency would be seriously handicapped in carry- 
ing out its functions or costs would be increased. Proposed. provisions would 
require weekly tours of duty to be scheduled in advance, on 5 days of the week, 
Monday through Friday, if possible; the 2 days off duty to be consecutive; the 
same working hours each day; workdays not in excess of 8 hours; that the basic 
workweek not be shifted to avoid holidays; and that work schedules not include 
split shifts with a break of more than 1 hour. 

Most of these requirements have at some time been proposed as a basis for 
premium pay. Proposals to require overtime pay for work in excess of 8 hours on 
any day have been especially numerous, as have proposals for premium pay for 
Sunday work included in an employee's basic 40-hour workweek. 
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Some Government activities, such as operation of hospitals, weather services, 
and airways communications and flight control, require Sunday duty. Others, 
Such as construction inspection, which are necessarily synchronized with hours 
of contractors or other business establishments, may require more than 8 hours 
of work on some days, and cannot always be scheduled in advance. 

The Government should not be penalized by having to pay premium pay rates 
whenever its activities require deviations from the usual tours of duty. In the 
absence of such penalty pay provisions, however, we believe that employees 
should be assured that they will not be assigned to undesirable tours of duty 
unnecessarily. The proposed statement of policies on work schedules would 
provide such assurance, 


FEDERAL EMPLOYEES’ INCENTIVE AWARDS 
Purpose 


1. To place authority fov direction of the Government employees’ incentive 
awards program with the Civil Service Commission. 
2. To authorize Presidential honorary awards to civilian employees. 
3. To authorize monetary awards based on governmentwide savings when 
appropriate. 

4. To make employees under all pay laws eligible for all types of awards. 

5. To eliminate salary increase awards and provide for cash awards in their 
stead. 

6. To eliminate the present $25,000 annual limit on total cash awards an agency 
can make for adopted employee suggestions. 
7. To eliminate the present $1,000 limit on individual cash awards for employee 
suggestions. 

8. To eliminate the present maximum (an amount equal to three within-grade 
salary steps) on certain cash awards. 

9. To specifically extend the awards program to cover inventions by Govern- 
ment employees. 

10. To permit delegation, within departments, of the authority to make awards. 


Justification 


At present monetary and honorary awards for civilian employees of the Gov- 
ernment are authorized under a number of different laws administered by 
different agencies. There are a considerable number of statutes authorizing 
awards for employees of given agencies. In addition, the responsibility for 
administration of other awards applying to employees in all agencies is split 
between the Bureau of the Budget and the Civil Service Commission. The 
Commission is responsible for superior accomplishment pay increases under 
title VII of the Classification Act, while the Bureau of the Budget is responsible 
for cash awards for efficiency under title X of the Classification Act and employee 
suggestion awards. 

Consolidation of present laws.—We believe that consolidation of existing laws 
authorizing incentive awards would improve and simplify administration of 
a coordinated governmentwide program. Such legislation would cover all mone- 
tary awards and honorary recognition for employee suggestions, inventions, 
superior accomplishments, personal efforts contributing to the efficiency, econ- 
omy or other improvement of Government operations, and special acts or services 
in the public interest. 

Program responsibility.—The present split responsibility of the Bureau of the 
Pudget and the Civil Service Commission for direction of the Government’s 
incentive awards program hampers effective administration. Because the pro- 
gram is primarily a personnel management function it should be administered 
by the Civil Service Commission. The Commission of course would seek the 
advice and assistance of the Bureau of the Budget on the management improve- 
ment aspects of the program. 

Presidential honorary awards.—Public recognition by the President of out- 
standing employee accomplishments or service would provide a valuable incentive 
to improved employee performance and would increase public understanding of 
the work of the Federal service. For example, a Presidential award might be 
made to the outstanding supervisor in Government each year. Under this legis- 
lation the President could establish such awards and provide for agency nomi- 
nation of candidates for them. 

Awards based on governmentiride sarings.—Monetary awards are now based 
only on savings achieved in the employee’s own agency. Where a suggestion or 
an accomplishment produces savings in a number of agencies, this additional 
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benefit is not considered in determining the amount of the award made to the 
suggestor. It should be possible to make equitable monetary awards based on 
the full savings to the Government. 

Employee eligibility for awards.—Cash awards for efficiency under title X and 
pay increases for superior accomplishment under title VII are now available only 
to employees under the Classification Act. Employees paid under wage board 
authority and under the Postal Pay Act are not eligible for either of these types 
of awards. There appears to be no reason for limiting award eligibility for 
efficiency and superior accomplishment in this way; the practical value of such 
awards to the Government should be realized to the greatest practicable extent. 

Elimination of salary increase awards.—Superior accomplishment awards un- 
der title VII of the Classification Act are pay increases of one salary step in the 
employee’s grade. Since the amount of such a salary step is greater in the 
higher grades, this results in awards according to base pay rate rather than 
according to achievement. Salary increase awards produce other inequities. 
Becuse they can be made only within the regular salary schedule their value 
depends also on the employee’s salary step within the range for his grade. 
Depending on a number of factors not related to savings achieved or the em- 
ployee’s accomplishment, the net worth of a salary increase award under title 
VII varies from practically nothing to $1,500 or more. Because of this inequity 
salary-increase awards should be eliminated and cash awards for superior accom- 
plishment used in their stead. 

Elimination of annual limét on total agency suggestion awards. 





7 There is now 
a statutory limit of $25,000 on the total cash awards an agency can make in 
any 1 year for adopted employee suggestions. The military departments are 
exempted from this restriction. The present limit has forced a curtailment of 
the awards program in the Veterans’ Administration for several years. It will 
soon force curtailment in other agencies if the present rate of increase in the 
use of the suggestion program continues. This situation produces the undesirable 
effect of limiting the number of awards which can be made for worthwhile 
suggestions. 

Elimination of limit on individual cash awards for suggestions.—There is now 
a statutory limit of $1,000 on any one cash award for an employee suggestion. 
The military departments are exempted from this restriction. At present an 
employee suggestion must have produced savings of $375,000 to warrant a $1,000 
award. If the savings run into millions of dollars, as has happened in some cases, 
the award would still be $1,000. A recent survey shows that almost two-thirds 
of the private businesses that have suggestion systems place no maximum dollar 
limit on their awards. We believe that the amount of Government employee 
suggestion awards should also be directly related to resulting savings without 
arbitrary limits. 

Maximum limit on other cash awards.—Title X of the Classification Act places 
a maximum on cash awards of an amount equal to three salary steps within 
the employee’s grade. This results in monetary awards based on rank instead 
of relative accomplishment. For example, for achieving savings of $3,000 a 
CPC-—1 employee could be awarded a maximum of $180. A GS-5 employee, $375, 
and a GS-15 employee, $750. The present limitation diminishes the incentive 
value of the awards. 

Awards for inventions.—Existing statutory authorities provide for awards for 
employee inventions under some circumstances. These authorities differ in that 
they apply to different employee groups, and do not afford uniform treatment. 
In some cases private relief bills have been used to obtain rewards for an employee 
inventor. An interagency committee of the Government Patents Board has 
studied this problem and concludes that employee inventions should be covered 
under a governmentwide incentive awards program. Our proposed legislation 
would carry out the recommendations of the committee on this point. 

Authority to make awards.—Cash awards under title X of the Classification 
Act may be granted only by a top-agency awards committee. In an active pro- 
gram this means that a burdensome workload falls on the central approving 
committee in large agencies such as the Department of Defense, Véterans’ 
Administration, and the Post Office Department. The committee members with 
operating jobs do not always have the time required for careful review of 
awards recommendations and the effect of centralized approval is to delay con- 
sideration and thus impair successful operation of the awards program. Agen- 
cies should be authorized to make appropriate delegations of authority to approve 
awards in the interests of program efficiency and effectiveness. 
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During recent years the Government’s awards program, even with its defi- 
ciencies, has produced large dollar savings and many important operating im- 
provements for the Government. We believe that the proposed legislation would 
greatly increase the effectiveness of this program and thus further promote 
the administration’s goal of increased efficiency and economy. 


SECTION 1310 OF THE SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1952, AS AMENDED 


Purpose 


To repeal section 1310 of the Supplemental Appropriations Act, 1952, as 


amended by section 1302, Third Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1952 (Whitten 
amendment). 


Justification 


Section 1310 introduced restrictions on Federal personnel management soon 
after the sudden expansion of the Federal service as a result of the Korean 
emergency. Its objectives were (1) to prevent any increase in the number of 
permanent employees of the executive branch, (2) to prevent unduly rapid pro- 
motions, (8) to prevent overgrading of positions during the emergency, (4) to 
encourage transfer of employees to defense work, and (5) to protect the rights 
of permanent employees called to military service or transferred to defense 
activities. ' 

While there has been general agreement with thse broad objectives of section 
1310, this administration believes that they can best be achieved through flexible 
administrative action rather than by law. The attempt to administer needed 
emergency restrictions by rigid legislative control has produced serious adminis- 
trative problems and inequities to employees. 


THE RULE OF FIVE IN SELECTION 
Purpose 


To authorize appointing officers to select 1 from 5 qualified candidates whose 
names have been certified to them rather than from only 8 in filling positions 
in the competitive civil service. 


Justification 


We believe that this proposal would improve the efficiency and quality of the 
Federal civil service. By almost doubling the appointing officer’s range of choice 
it would make possible better matching of applicant’s qualifications and personal 
characteristics with position requirements. 

Under the “rule of five” regular civil service examining practice would be 
followed, with a list of qualified candidates being sent to the appointing officer. 
The only change involved would be that the appointing officer could select from 
among the top 5 instead of the top 3 qualified persons on the iist. The basic 
principles and procedures of competitive merit and veteran preference, such as 
the current procedures on passing over veterans, would continue to be observed. 

This proposal is in line with the first Hoover Commission’s recommendation 
that appointing officers be given more leeway in the selection of personnel. 


UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION FOR FEDERAL WORKERS 


It is understood that the Department of Labor is presenting recommendations 
to Congress with respect to legislative proposals for covering Federal employees 
under unemployment compensation. Accordingly, specific legislative language 
for this purpose is not included. 


Purpose 


To provide unemployment insurance coverage for Federal employees compar- 
able to that granted to employees in private industry. 
Justification 

Financial protection against unemployment is particularly important for 
Federal employees because of the typical fluctuations in Government employ- 
ment levels. In spite of general impressions to the contrary, the risk of un- 
employment is as great in Government as it is outside of Government. Govern- 
ment functions do not continue at a consistent level. Some activities become 
obsolete and are discontinued. Appropriations are cut and staffs are reduced 
accordingly. Certain activities are self-limiting or temporary. There is a 
constant movement of workers back and forth between Federal employment and 
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private industry ; the absence of unemployment insurance protection for Govern- 
ment employment places these workers at a disadvantage. 

The employment statistics clearly show the great fluctuations in Government 
employment. For example, in June 1938 there were approximately 855,000 
civilian employees in the executive branch of the Federal Government. As a 
result of the defense program and our entry into World War II, this figure in- 
creased to a peak of 3,770,000 in June 1945. After the war, Federal employment 
dropped until it leveled off at about 2 million by June 1950. As a result of the 
Korean conflict, Federal employment again increased to approximately 2,600,000 
in June 1952. It has since declined to less than 2,400,000. 

The recent reductions in force of Federal workers have reemphasized the need 
for extension of coverage under State unemployment insurance laws to these 
workers. In calendar year 1953, for example, there were approximately 155,000 
employees who were involuntarily separated. 

Unlike employees in private industry, these separated Government employees 
eannot apply for unemployment insurance to tide them over while they are seeking 
other work. In the past, these separated Federal workers have been forced to 
depend on their contributions to retirement funds and accrued annual leave 
for financial assistance while looking for other jobs. Neither of these sources 
of income can be regarded as a proper substittue for unemployment insurance. 
Recourse to annual leave accruals is an unintended use of the leave system 
which is designed for recreation purposes and for visits back home. 

Separated Federal workers who are forced to withdraw their retirement 
contributions wipe out their rights to retirement pensions based on such service. 
Thus, to provide needed current income, they have to risk their future financial 
security. Even this source of income is not available to the more than 600,000 
indefinite employees who are covered under old-age and survivors insurance 
rather than under the Retirement Act. It should be noted that the turnover in 
employment is especially heavy in this group of employees who have no retire- 
ment contributions to withdraw, and who, as a rule, have little or no accrued 
annual leave which can help tide them over a period of unemployment. 


Mr. Youna. The next item has to do with a proposal for longev- 
ity pay increases for employees in grades GS-11 through GS-15. 
The reason is this: At the present time longevity pay increases are 
limited to employees at the level of GS-10 and below. Approxi- 
mately 11 percent of the Classification Act employees are above these 
grades. The incentive which is provided by longevity pay increases 
is essential in grades above GS-10, where the opportunities actually 
are more limited than they are below that in the lower grades. 

At the present time, as near as we can estimate, about 13,000 
employees in grades above GS-10 are eligible—I’m sorry, they are 
at the top of the grade. And of the 13,000, actually about 8,000 
probably are now eligible for longevity step increases. That means 
that on your first year, as this goes into effect, you would have a 
slightly larger bill than you would have in succeeding years, because 
you pick up the backlog. And we estimate that in the first year the 
cost would run something around a million and a half dollars. 

Senator Pastore. For the convenience of the record, would you 
state the figure in dollars? 

Mr. Youne. About $1,585,000. 

The Cuarrman. That is item 3? 

Mr. Youne. That is correct. 

The Cuarrman. And that is included in the bill, S. 2665? 

Mr. Youne. Yes, sir. 

This longevity pay increase doesn’t present any particular problem. 
T think I have already stated our reasons on this, and the justification 
for the record will give more detail. 

We have another proposal to allow the Civil Service Commission 
to use one of the within-grade steps in a given grade as the minimum 
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rate for hiring purposes. This, again, is part of the problem of 
recruiting special skills or types of people, or in certain geographical 
areas where you have a shortage situation they are hard to get and you 
can’t attract them at the bottom of the grade. And we w ould like the 
authority to be able to recruit at some other step within the grade, 
with the flexibility in the Commission to decide as to when that 
should be done and where it should be done on a local basis. 

This would not work any hardship on the other people already in 
the grade, because if you determined that you had to hire above the 
minimum rate of the grade, then we would automatically increase 
the other people in the grade who are below that. The people above 
the new minimum level would not be increased; just the ones up to 
that level. 

This I regard merely as a help, in terms of recruitment. It is not 
the final answer, because your readjustment in pay scales would be 
much more effective than this would be, but it would be useful in 
these particular shortage categories. 

The Cuamman. And that, too, is included in 8. 2665 

Mr. Youna. That is also included in S. 2665; yes. 

The next proposal that we have to offer has to do with the pay 
for crafts, trades and manual labor positions. We propose that we 
abolish the crafts, protective and custodial pay schedule and move the 
maintenance and crafts trade now in the CPC schedule to local pre- 
vailing wage rates, to the wage board system, and that we transfer 
the remaining positions such as guards, messengers, and fire fighters 
to the general schedule of the Classification Act. 

Again, our reasons are three in number for suggesting this: It 
would elimin: ite pay inequities between the blue-collar jobs, paid on a 
local prevailing rate basis, and similar jobs which are in the CPC 
schedule and are not subject to the local rate adjustment. 

Again, it would place the Government in a fairer competitive posi- 
tion with private industry for recruitment and retention of blue- 
collar workers. 

And, finally, it would simplify the pay structure of the Classification 
Act, by reducing the number of grades from 28 to 18. There are 10 
grades in this CPC schedule that we would eliminate. 

Now, this item, again, is going to cost a certain amount of money, 
at least in the first instance, to divide up the CPC schedule. 

At the present time we estimate that 69,000 crafts and labor posi- 
tions would be moved to the wage board system, and that 47,000 would 
be moved to the General Schedule of the Classification Act. There are 
116,000 positions all together in the CPC schedule, and the split is 
not quite on a 50-50 basis. 

This would result in a cost of approximately $36,500,000. That 
would include the cost of moving these 47,000 people in under the 
General Schedule of the Classification Act. 

This recommendation, as a matter of fact, is one of the recommen- 
dations which was originally put forth by the first Hoover Commis- 
sion, and we think it is very sound. Asa matter of fact, I understand, 
from looking back over the history of the C lassification Act, that the 
CPC schedule in the first place was never designed as a permanent 
fixture or an addition to the Classification Act, that it was always re- 

garded as a temporary schedule, and we think this will work out an 
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equitable program which will be soundly constructed. No individual 
would lose any money in this shift and in many instances they are 
going to get an extra increase over and above what they may get with 
this readjustment of the pay plan. 

The Cuamman. I think it should be stated that the heads of sev- 
eral personnel organizations testified that they were in favor of this, 
and other provisions in the bill. 

Senator Jenner. Did you say $36 million? 

Mr. Youne. It would be about $36 million to move these 47,000 
people from the CPC schedule to the general schedule of the Classi- 
fication Act, including the additional cost which we think would be 
involved in moving the other 69,000 to the wage board system and 
adjusting their salaries to the local wage rate system. Of course, 
that is a fluctuating figure. 

Shall I continue on the next proposal ? 

The Cuarrman. Yes. Item 6. 

Mr. Youne. The next proposal has to do with adjustment of over- 
time and premium pay provisions. This proposal, Mr. Chairman, is 
fairly complex and reasonably technical in nature. I will try to pre- 
sent a brief summary of it, without getting involved too far in the 
technical problems. We are submitting for the record a complete 
statement with respect to it, so that it can be studied at your leisure. 

The Cuarrman. I think that would be very helpful. 

Mr. Youne. The changes we propose are designed to take into 
account changes in salary schedule as well as the administrative prob- 
lems which have arisen during the 9 years since the enactment of the 
Federal Employees Pay Act in 1945. 

These changes break down into five categories: First, we are sug- 
gesting time and one-half for overtime, up to the maximum scheduled 
rate of GS-9, which is $5,810. 

Second, the agency option to give compensatory time in lieu of 
overtime pay, above the rate of the top of GS-9, where irregular and 
unscheduled overtime is involved. 

Third, additional annual pay in lieu of overtime for employees 
who have a large amount of standby duty, or whose work cannot be 
confined to a schedule. 

I will explain each one of these briefly in a moment. 

Fourth, a minimum of 2 hours’ overtime pay for employees called 
back to duty. 

Fifth, establishment of a sound statutory policy on scheduling 
tours of duty for salaried employees. 

Now, on this first proposal—I will just say a word about each one 
of these very quickly—of time and one-half on salaries up to the top 
of GS-9, we have a little picture of this, which we might put up here 
on the board, which I don’t think will confuse us anymore, although 
it is not quite as simple as we attempt to portray it there. ‘ 

(A chart was shown, entitled “Overtime Pay, Present and Pro- 
posed.”’) 

Mr. Youne. At the present time you have time and one-half on 
salaries up to $2,980. That is the red line on the chart. We are 
suggesting time and one-half on salaries up to the top of GS-9, which 
is $5,810, which is the green line on the chart. 
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At the present time, from the $2,980 level to the $6,440 salary level, 
the dollars and cents decrease, as you can see from the curve of the 
red line, but it stays constant for all salaries above $6,440. 

What we are suggesting here is the same dollars and cents rate at 
all higher salaries, as at the top of a GS-9 rate. 

Ik inally, under the present system, the ceiling of $10,330 is placed 
on aggregate pay. We are suggesting that that be increased to the 
top rate of GS-15, now $11,800. The reasons are this: We believe 
that it maintains the original intent of the act. You see, the overtime 
paid adjustment has not kept up with the change in the pay scales. 

Secondly, it would maintain reasonable differentials between aggre- 
gate pay rates of employees and their supervisors. That is a very 
sore point at the present time. I was traveling around the country 
last fall, inspecting the regional offices of the Commission, and had 
occasion to visit many of our installations, agency and department 
installations in the West and Northwest. And time after time I came 
across situations where the supervisors were being paid less than the 
employees that they were supervising, with a great deal of internal 
friction between supervisor and employee, and between supervisors. 
It is a very unhappy sort of situation, and is just plain bad from a 
sound personnel management point of view. 

Finally, this would restore the ceiling on aggregate pay to the top 
rate of grade 15, which it was when originally set up. Then the top 
rate was $10,000; but since that time it has moved up to $11,800, with 
no change in this situation. 

The CHarrmMan. Those provisions are also in 8. 2665, is that correct ? 

Mr. Youne. That is correct, sir. That is included in S. 2665. 

The next one is that we propose here to limit employees’ salaries up 
to the top rate of GS-9, and overtime should be paid in money unless 
the employee asks for compensatory time off. That is, from the top 
of GS-9 down, we are suggesting that the employee have the option 
to determine whether he wants to get cash or whether he wants to get 
compensatory time off. And above the top of the GS-9 level for 
irregular, unscheduled overtime work it is at the option of the agency 
as to whether he is given compensatory time off or whether they pay 
in terms of money. 

Our reasons are this: It would bring the statute into closer con- 
formance with the actual administrative practices, which are now 
being conducted in the higher levels. Also, it would permit the 
agency more freedom with respect to handling’ various overtime prob- 
lems, by paying in dollars rather than in giving compensatory time. 

That proposal was also included in S. 2665. 

The next proposal that I mentioned—the third one—had to do with 
annual differentials for specific types of overtime work. First, addi- 
tional overtime pay not to exceed 25 percent of the base salary, in lieu 
of the hourly premium pay, for all overtime, night, and holiday duty 
performed by employees with long hours of standby duty. There we 
are thinking of, principally—well, firefighters would be as good an 
example as any. 

Senator Pasrorr. And FBI? 

Mr. Youna. No. We will cover that in a slightly different category. 

Additional overtime pay not to exceed 15 percent in lieu of the 
overtime hourly premium pay—this is where your FBI would come 
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in, and Treasury agents and that type of people. But here you have 
a situation w here the work cannot be confined to the scheduled hours. 
You can’t lay it out ahead of time, and your additional overtime pay 
cannot be based upon any regularly scheduled operation, whereas, 
in the case of your long tours of sti undby duty you know pretty much 
what the schedule will be. 

This would simplify the administration, we believe, of additional 
compensation for these different types of Federal employment, and 
give more equitable premium pay to employees where peculiar working 
conditions require some type of overtime pay compensation. 

That proposal is also included in S. 2665. 

Now, with respect to call-back pay, this one, again, is somewhat a 
question of judgment, but we are proposing that a minimum of 2 hours 
pay at overtime rates be authorized for employees called in for 
unscheduled overtime work, on a nonworking day during off-duty 
hours. 

The reason for that is that you guarantee an employee who is called 
back overtime pay for 2 hours, that he will not get less than 2 hours’ 
pay for the inconvenience of getting back on the job when he didn’t 
expect to, and all that sort of thing. 

Senator Pasrore. Isn’t that the rule now ? 

Mr. Youna. No; it is not. 

Senator Pastore. What is the rule for customs oflicers? 

Mr. Youna. In customs you get into a slightly different situation. 

Mr. Bert. This would not affect those people. It is the same 
coverage as the Federal Employees Pay Act, which excludes customs. 

Senator Pastore. What do customs officers get when they are called 
back? Do they get a minimum of 2 hours, at least ? 

Mr. Hare. At least, sir. 

Mr. Younec. Would you like to know what the customs situation is? 

Senator Pasrorr. No; I was just wondering if this brought it in 
line. 

Mr. Youna. This does not include or change in any way the present 
customs situation. 

Senator Pastore. I know, but does it bring this in line with the 
customs situation ? 

Mr. Macy. The customs situation would be considerably more gen- 
erous than the plan as proposed here. That is provided for in special 
legislation. 

Mr. Youn. This is a very controversial area. 

Senator Pastore. This had to do with blocking the bill the last time. 
That is why I brought it up. 

Mr. Youna. We would prefer to see at least this kind of an adjust- 
ment made for most Federal employees, even if we had to exclude 
the customs officers. 

This item is also included in the bill now before the committee. 

The next proposal that we have is a statutory statement of policy, 
scheduling tours of duty for salaried employees. Except where it 
would seriously handicap agency functions or substantally increase 
the cost, we feel that a statement encompassing the following thoughts 
should be made: 

First, that weekly tours of duty be scheduled in advance on not 
more than 5 or 7 consecutive days, preferably Monday through Friday. 
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Secondly, that 2 days off should be consecutive, if possible. 

Thirdly, work hours should be the same each day and not to exceed 
8 hours a day. 

Fourthly, the workweek should not be shifted to avoid or to include 
holidays. 

And, fifth, split shifts with a break of more than 1 hour should 
not be scheduled. 

Now, I prefaced my statement there with the clause “except where 
it would seriously handicap agency functions,” because these factors, 
which are basic to good and sound personnel management, are just 
not going to fit all departments and agencies of the Government, and 
would have to be treated on a flexible basis. 

And, again, Mr. Chairman, we are submitting more complete state- 
ments. 

That concludes that particular proposal with respect to premium 
pay. 

Now we move on to our next proposal, which has to do with in- 
centive awards. 

This is an area in which I think a great deal can be done, and in- 
stead of costing the Government money, it is going to save money in 
the longrun. And I think it is not only sound from that point of view, 
I think it is very sound from the point of view of building up the em- 
ployee morale, and it certainly is a characteristic of good, solid and 
sound personnel management. 

The problem with respect to the present awards system is that, 
in our opinion, the awards program does not go far enough. So we 
have three general points: 

First, we feel that we would like to consolidate all existing authori- 
ties for all types of awards. 

Secondly, we suggest centering the direction of the governraentwide 
incentive awards program in the Civil Service Commission. At the 
present time, the responsibility is now split between the Civil Service 
Commission and the Bureau of the Budget, and I am glad to say that 
there is perfect agreement on this point between the Civil Service 
Commission and the Bureau of the Budget. 

Thirdly, we would like to remove the statutory ban that prevents 
agencies from delegating authority down the line for approv al of cash 
awards. You have such a centralized system now, and many times 
it is almost more trouble than it is worth to try to get an award through 
your present procedure. 

As to types of awards, we would like to authorize cash awards for 
superior accomplishment, as well as for special acts and services in 
the public interest. At the present time cash awards cannot be granted 
in recognition of these things; only salary step increases are provided 
and we prefer the cash award approach, rather than the salary step 
increases. 

Secondly, we would like to authorize all agencies to grant awards 
for inventions. Now, there are a lot of people who have made some 
extremely worthwhile inventions in all departments of the Govern- 
ment, and maybe perhaps not in their own particular line of business, 
of which there has been a great deal of value and for which they have 
not received appropriate recognition. And we would like to see that 
authorization given across the board. 
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Thirdly, we would suggest that there be established a series of Pres- 
idential honor awards, in addition to the existing authorization for 
agency honor awards. 

We would like to see this program cover all Federal employees. We 
would like to remove the limits on the amount of money which an 
agency could spend on cash suggestion awards, as well as the limits on 
the amount of any individual award grant to an employee. At the 
present time there is a limitation of a thousand dollars. That is 
regardless of whether the suggestion saved a million dollars or five 
hundred dollars. 

We also would like to base the amount of cash award on the savings 
to the Government. At the present time they are based upon savings 
to the agency only, and we would like to put it on the basis of savings 
to the Government, which I believe to be a much fairer type of opera- 
tion. 

I don’t think we need to dwell very much on the reasons for this 
kind of a program. I think they are obvious. So I believe it would 
be worthwhile to move ahead. 

Senator Purrett. Did I understand you to say you want to remove 
the limit? 

Mr. Youne. That is right. 

Senator Purret.. You want to make them unlimited, within the 
discretion of the department head ? 

Mr. Youne. That is right. 

Senator Purrett. You want to make them without—— 

Mr. Macy. It would be administered by the department head, sub 
ject to certain regulations that would be developed by the Civil 
Service Commission. 

Senator Purretn. And the award could be made without limit / 

Mr. Macy. That is right. There would be no limit set. 

Senator Purret.. Of course, a suggestion might be made, but if it 
isn’t put into practice by the department head, it is of no value to 
the Government, is it? Or is it? An excellent suggestion might 
be made where savings might run into hundreds of thousands, but 
it isn’t worth anything unless it is put into effect. Who determines 
its value? Is it determined upon the value of the suggestion or the 
use of the suggestion, once it is put into effect ? 

Mr. Youne. We propose to gear it to the savings to the Govern- 
ment. 

Mr. Macy. It would be the actual savings, through application of 
the suggestion. 

Senator JENNER. There ought to be some limit on it. Five years, 
or something. 

Senator Purrety. Well, how is the value actually determined ¢ 

Mr. Macy. It would be determined by the agency that would have 
particular experience covered by the suggestion, and therefore would 
be able to determine what the annual savings would be through the 
applic ‘ation of that suggestion. 

This is generally following the system that is applied at the present 
time, where agencies have effective programs of this type, and the 
existing programs have resulted in the past year in estimated annual 
savings of $44 million. 
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Senator Purrety. As I understand it, then, an award of $50,000 
or even larger could be made, within the discretion of the department 
head. You say there is no limit. 

Mr. Youne. No limit. 

Senator Pastore. How much money is appropriated each year for 
these awards ? 

Mr. Younea. I don’t think any money is appropriated specifically for 
this program. It is usually absorbed in the agency budget. 

Mr. Macy. It comes out of the general expenses and salaries for the 
agency involved. 

Senator Pastore. Then you certainly do have a limitation, don’t 
you? Youare limited as tothe other functions that must be performed 
by that agency, coupled with this responsibility of making an award 
that is limitless. I don’t see it. Supposing you decide the idea was 
worth a million dollars, where would you get the money ? 

Mr. Youne. That would be a supplemental appropriation, I pre- 
sume. 

Senator Pastore. You mean the Congress would give it to you. 

Mr. Youne. I don’t think you will absorb that “much out of any 
departmental appropr lation. 

Senator Pastore. That is why I question it. 

Mr. Youne. There is a distinction between saying there is no limit 
on it, and putting a limit on it. I mean if you put a limit on it of a 
million dollars, that would amount to the same thing as saying it is 
limitless. 

You still have to have the money. There is no doubt about that. 
Shall I continue, Mr. Chairman ¢ 

The CuatrmMan. Yes, if you please. 

I would be happy if you would put in the record some of the 
amounts that have been paid in the past for some of these incentive 
awards. I have heard the figures on some where we paid very small 
sums and received substantial benefits. We had testimony this week 
that the man who invented the Garand rifle was a Government em- 
ployee and contributed to the Government, and if any other individual 
had made it he would have made a fortune. (See attached letter to 
Senator Carlson dated March 3, 1954.) 

UNITED STATES CIvIL SERVICE COMMISSION, 
Washington 25, D. C., March 8, 1954. 
Hon. FRANK CARLSON, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Post Office and Civil Service, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR CARLSON: The following information bearing on my testimony 
before your committee on February 25, 1954, as it related to the provisions of 
title III of S. 2665 is forwarded for incorporation in the record. 

The Civil Service Commission believes that the maximum amounts of cash 
incentive awards which agencies may grant should be governed by regulations 
and instructions issued by the Commission rather than by legislation. 

The Civil Service Commission, upon the enactment of the proposed legislation, 
would issue regulations and standards designed to ensure uniform practice among 
agencies. It would likewise require such reports and make such inspections as 
necessary to ensure that its regulations and standards are adhered to and to 
furnish the basis for its annual report on this subject to the President for 
transmittal to the Congress. 

You may be interested in the kinds of controls now maintained by the Defense 
Departments which are at present exempt from the maximum limits on cash 
awards imposed by section 14 of Public Law 600, 79th Congress. While the Com- 
mission would not necessarily issue regulations identical to these, it would 
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establish similar controls to ensure uniformity of administration and to set a 
reasonable limit on cash awards which could be made. 

THE DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 


TABLE A.—Tangible savings 

















j 
Minimum | Maximum 
timated ant lsavings | sis for computs of « ds “ 1 oe 
E ated annual saving Basis for computation of awar for range for range 
$1,000 or less 5 percent of savings (no award less than $10 $10 $50 
$1,000 to $10,000 $25 for each additional $1,000 of savings 50 275 
$10,000 to $100,006 $50 for each additional $10,000 of savir 275 725 
$100,000 to $1,000,000 $100 for each additional $100,000 of savings 7 1, 625 
$1,000,000 or more $200 for each additional $1,000,000 1, € 
TABLE B.—Intangible benefits 
. . Mi 1) Meg 
aisha admeiaeiian Criteria (amplified below linumum Taximum 
for grade for grade 
E Li ed scope of applicability 10 10 
1) Broader applicability or greater value 10 50 
( Applicability to major organizational unit 50 200 
B Applicability to an entire major Air Command 200 275 
A A | value affecting substantial number of | To be determined by 
‘ the Air Force Board 
on Civilian Awards 
after $275 has been 
granted. 
THE DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
TABLE A Tangible savings 
Estimated annual savings Basis of computation Minimum | Maximum 
Under $1,000 5 percent of saving (no award less than $10 $10 $50 
$1,000 to $10,000 $25 for each additional savings of $1,000 or 50 275 
equl nt percentage of each dollar saving 
within e range 
$10,000 to $100,000 $50 for each additional $10,000 cf savings or 275 725 


equivalent percentage of each dollar saving 
within the range 

$100,000 to $1 million _. $100 for each additional $100,000 of savings or 725 | 1, 625 
equivalent percentage of each dollar saving 
within the range 

$1 million or more 4 ..--| $200 for each additional $1 million of savings or | LED fastcccccacee 
equivalent percentage of each dollar saving | 





within the range. 





Awards above the $10 minimum are computed in increments of $5. 
The criteria governing Army cash awards for intangible savings or benefits is very similar to that reflected 
in table B under the Department of the Air For« 


THE DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 


TasLe A.—Tangible savings 








Estimated annual savings Amount of award 

$1 to $200 $10 (minimum award). 

$201 to $1,000 $10 for Ist $200 and $5 for each additional $100 or fraction thereof. 

$1,001 to $10,000 $50 for Ist $1,000 in savings and $5 for each additional $200 or frac- 
tion thereof 

$10,001 to $100,000 $275 for the Ist $10,000 in savings and $5 for each additional $1,000 
or fraction thereof 

$100,001 or more i ...| $725 for the 1st $100,000 in savings and $5 for each $5,000 or fraction 


thereof. 





“J 
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TABLE B.—Intangible savings or benefits 


Criteria (amplified below) | Minimum | Maximum 


For an adopted suggestion that has intangible benefits which will affect only 


those immediately associated with the suggester (up to 25 employees $10 $10 
For a suggestion of value which affects a larger group than the immediate asso- | 

ciates of the suggester (26 to 1,000 employees 15 |} 75 
For a suggestion of substantial value which will affect a considerable number of | 

employees throughout a naval activity (1,000 to 4,000 employees 80 | 175 
For a suggestion of high value which will affect large numbers of employees at 1 

or more naval activities (more than 4,000 employees) 180 275 


For a suggestion of very high value which applies to very large numbers of em- 
ployees at several naval activities or which has broad application in the Naval 
Establishment_- SSO ; 1 27! 


1 Over. 


Since section 14 of Public Law 600, 79th Congress, specifically exempted the 
Military Departments from the $1,000 maximum limit on individual cash awards 
it is believed that examples of awards made by these establishments may be of 
special interest. Five such examples follow: 


1. An employee of the Department of the Army, Mr. Clifford D. May, Jr., 
received a cash incentive award of $1,780 for proposing a method of doubling 
the circuit capacity of Signal Corps long-range radio equipment. The pro- 
posal was adopted in 1943 when it was estimated to result in a saving of 
$1,700,000 to the Army and $3 million to the Air Force for a total saving of 
$4,700,000. 

2. Mr. R. L. Greumann, a civilian engineer at the Washington Navy Yard, 
received a cash incentive award of $5,550 for a suggestion which resulted 
in cutting the cost of the fuse for 40-mm. shells from $1.26 to $0.37 and an 
estimated saving of $23 million. 

3. An employee of the De partment of the Air Force, Mr. Doyle D. Oxley 
Sr., assigned to the Oklahoma City Air Material Area, Oklahoma City, Okla., 
suggested a method for modification of an early design of the type B—11 tur- 
bosupercharger nozzlebox which corrected a defect in the mounting ring so 
it could be used. Making these units serviceable resulted in an annual saving 
estimated at $70,185 and Mr. Oxley received a cash award of $575. Mr. 
Oxley also suggested a method to modify B-22 turbosuperchargers which 
were surplus due to the phasing of the B-17 aircraft. Making these units 
usable for current aircraft resulted in an estimated annual net saving of 
$145,226. Mr. Oxley received a cash award of $770 for the suggestion result- 
ing in a total cash award of $1,345 for the two suggestions. 

4. Mr. John H. Nolan, a shipyard planner and estimator at the Boston Ship- 
yard, was granted a cash award of $1,070 for a proposal to revise the sched- 
ule for the conversion or armament on naval vessels which involved reducing 
the number of operations required to affect changeover of gunfire control 
systems on destroyers which resulted in a saving of $561,000. 

5. Mr. LaRoy A. Wilson, an aircraft power plant technician with the Bu- 
reau of Aeronautics, was given a cash award of $1,275 for a proposed modi- 
fication of jet aircraft fuel nozzles which resulted in a change in Bureau spec- 
ifications and design changes by the manufacturers and an annual saving 
of $222,622.40. 

An interesting comparison may be drawn between the dollar amount of awards 
permitted within the Military Departments and those permitted within other 
departments of Government which are subject to the $1,000 limitation on indi- 
vidual awards under the provisions of section 14, Public Law 600, 79th Congress. 

A striking example is provided by the Department of Commerce whereby Mr. 
Powell W. Price and Mr. Leon H. Jarvis developed a method of preserving Gov- 
ernment-owne'l reserve fleet merchant vessels and thereby saved the Government 
an estimated $3,700,000 between 1946 and June 1952. It was likewise estimated 
that an additional $1 million would be realized during the next 2 years by con- 
tinued application of the method. Each of these employees received salary in- 
creases of $400 a year. 

I shall be glad to supply any further information which you may believe 
to be useful. 

Puttre YOUNG, Chairman. 


44452—i4 6 
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I think there is certainly some justification for these people, and I 
think we should write some language that would be acceptable. 

Mr. Youne. I think it would be a most constructive thing to do. 

Our next proposal, Mr. Chairman, has to do with the repeal of the 
Whitten amendment. This, of course, is also included in S. 2665, 
and our reasons for asking the repeal of the Whitten amendment are 
two in number, basically : The writing of specific requirements into the 
law has resulted in great rigidity in personnel administration. It 
has created redtape, excessive costs, it has created unfairness to many 
groups of employees, and has certainly lowered employee morale. 

Secondly, this amendment was designed to meet an emergency situ- 
ation. That emergency, we believe, has now passed or has largely 
passed. And, in our opinion, that kind of emergency situation can 
best be met by more flexible administrative action than it can by 
legislation. 

The CuarrmMan. May I ask if we repeal the Whitten rider is it neces- 
sary to write any legislation to care for the situations that might result 
from the repeal of it? 

Mr. Youna. In my opinion, we wouldn’t need any new legislation. 
I believe the situation can be handled by administrative action, unless 
some completely new approach or program is suggested. 

Senator Purretu. I have received many letters requesting repeal of 
the Whitten amendment. I would like to inquire, Mr. Chairman, have 
you had any letters indicating that they would like its retention ? 

The Cuarrman. Not that I know of. 

Senator Pasrorr. How many temporary employees do we have at 
the present time ? 

Mr. Youne. You are referring to indefinite employees ? 

Senator Pastore. Yes. 

Mr. Youna. There are approximately 700,000. 

Senator Pastore. What becomes of them ? 

Mr. Youne. That is a very good question. I think there are certain 
lines along which we can move. 

First of all, I would like to outline here seven steps which we think 
we should undertake, under which immediate action could be taken. 

First, we would permit the permanent promotions of career em- 
ployees. At the present time your career employee who has been pro- 
moted since the Whitten amendment has been passed has had to take 
an indefinite appointment. This would allow him to resume his per- 
manent career status, where he has been promoted in that way. 

Senator Pastore. And going beyond the probationary period ? 

Mr. Youne. Yes. This is where he has civil-service status. 

Secondly, a counterpart of that would be to permit the permanent 
reinstatements of career employees, where you have a career employee 
with status who has gone out of the Government and comes back in. 
Now he can only get an indefinite appointment, which is definitely 
unfair, because he was a regular career servant, and should have the 
status of permanent appointment. 

Senator Griswotp. Would those rights last forever ? 

Mr. Youne. Your civil-service status has no expiration date. You 
take it with you to the grave. 

Senator Grisworp. If a man quits and works outside for 5 years, it 
is a little difficult, isn’t it, to follow the career of a Government 
employee ? 


FRINGE BENEFITS FOR FEDERAL EMPLOYEES 79 


Mr. YounG. Perhaps we ought to define our terms a little more 
closely. What we are saying is that if you have a man who has been 
in the Government service, who has acquired his civil-service status 
and has passed the examination and has completed his probationary 
period and has done a satisfactory job in the Government, and has 
been a good, solid Government employee, if he leaves the Government 
service for other fields, and then decides to come back he has met all 
the conditions by acquiring that civil-service status in his previous 
service, and we want him back. So, we take him back without going 
through this whole question—— 

Senator Griswotp. I am not opposed to his coming back. I think 
probably he has learned some things on the outside that mi iy be useful. 
But, at the present time under the Whitten ame ndment, he can’t come 
back; is that right ? 

Mr. Youna. He can come back, but only under an indefinite appoint- 
ment. He cannot resume his permanent career status. 

Senator Pastore. Do you think the provision in S. 2665 gives you 
the authority to do these things that you have mentioned, or would 
you need additional legislation. 

Mr. Youne. My recollection is that it is adequate. 1 mean it covers 
it all right. 

Senator Pasrore. The answer is “Yes”? 

Mr. Young. The answer is “Yes”; it is adequate authority to cover 
the situation. 

We would also suggest continuing control of unduly rapid promo- 
tions by the endorsement of what we would like to call realistic pro- 
motion standards. That is, where we require full qualification for a 
man to be promoted, locking at it cold-bloodedly and realistically, and 
where we require the completion of a definite period of service in the 
lower grade, or in work where the rate was equivalent to the lower 
grade, ‘before he was promoted. 

We would immediately start a study of transfers with reemploy- 
ae rights, to. see if they should be continued on the present basis, 
or be discontinued. We have a whole technical problem involved. 
There is a question of transfer which would have to be worked out. 

Senator Pasrore. Now, to go back to this point, in this last category, 
you say where there has been a rather rapid promotion, then you would 
make some restrictions to slow it down ? 

Mr. Youna. No; we would merely adopt a firm policy in the Com- 
mission. Just because we take off the brake which is in the Whitten 
rider, we would not swing to the extreme in authorizing every promo- 
tion that was requested, but would hold promotions to an orderly 
sound standard, to make sure they are done on a proper basis. 

Senator Pasrore. Where do you get the authority to do this, once 
you repeal the amendment? How can you deny an employee who has 
been regularly promoted to be given permanent status, once this is 
repealed ? 

Mr. Youneé. This does not involve the question of permanent status, 
this question of promotions. 

Senator Pastore. No. You are talking about future cases, not 
people who have already been promoted. 

Mr. Youn. That is right, future cases. I’m sorry, I misunderstood 
your question. 
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Senator Pasrorr. You are just talking about future cases? 

Mr. Youne. Yes. They are subject to postaudit by the Commission, 
and presumably they are ‘all right, if our postauditing system is worth 

its salt, and I think it is. Of course it doesn’t go far enough because 
we don’t have the appropriation to go as far as we want. 

Senator  astore. Does the posts Ludit get into the qualifications of 
the individual, or does it get into the standards of the qualifications? 
That only has to i with whether a job was properly classified, does it 
not ¢ 

Mr. Macy. There are two facets of our review program. One is, 
as you described, to determine that the job was established at the 
grade and salary in accordance with standards. We also have as 
part of our inspection program a sample check of the application of 
qualification standards of the individual, both on appointment and 
promotions. 

Senator Pasrore. And under the present law you have the authority 
to take a man who has been doing a job for, say, 10 years and say to 
him, “You were never qualified for that job,” and take him away from 
that job? 

Mr. Macy. Actually, I don’t recal! any case where there has been 
anyone on a job for that period of time. 

Senator Pastore. Well, let’s assume so. You have the authority 
under the present procedure to step in and say, “You have been doing 
this job for 10 years now, but we feel you don’t have the proper back- 
ground for it now, so you're out.” Can’t you do that? 

Mr. Macy. We point out to the agency the violation of standards 
or apparent violation of standards in the promotion of an individual, 
and call upon the agency to make a correction. 

Senator Pastore. Which means you take the man out of his job. 

Mr. Macy. To transfer him to other work, that is right. 

Senator Pastore. I don’t want to insist upon it again, but it is to 
take the man out of his job—the answer is yes. 

Mr. Youne. We would also take immediate steps to continue to 
protect the reemployment rights of a man who has gone into the 
military service, under repeal of the Whitten amendment. 

We would also continue to guard against the overgrading—coming 
back to your question—of Classification Act jobs, by the use of this 
inspection and postaudit operation. 

And, lastly, we would again revise our reduction-in-force regula- 
tions to eliminate some of the complexities that resulted from the 
Whitten amendment, which were caused by this situation of indefinite 
promotions and reinstatements. 

Now, these steps which I have outlined do not answer the two basic 
questions involved. With repeal of the Whitten amendment, first, 
what are we going to do about the employment status of the thou- 
sands of indefinites now on the employee rolls? And, secondly, what 
kind of appointment system should we adopt to meet the long-range 
needs of the Federal service? Here, not only are we looking at the 
immediate problem of what to do with respect to conversion of in- 
definites, but also with respect to getting the kind of machinery and 
flexibility set up in the system from the long-range point of view, 
so that you can meet the type of emergency such as we had at the 
time of Korea, which called the Whitten amendment into being, with- 
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out having to go to legislation to deal with it. The systems should 
be able to absorb that kind of a shock and still not have the shock 
any particular threat to the merit system itself, or to the people in 
the career service. 

I have no factual answer for you this morning, Mr. Chairman, with 
respect to the conversion of indefinites. That is something we have 
been working consistently on since last July. Many plans and pro- 
grams have been suggested. We are arriving at pretty close to what 
we think is a solution to the problem that w ould be practical and feas- 
ible to work out, and which would be equitable to the employees. 

We have not yet finally resolved, sir, the difficulties in connection 
with it, and therefore, we do not have it to present to you this morning. 

The next general item, which I believe is not included in S. 2665— 
this would be in addition to it—we are proposing that the selection 
of 1 from 5 eligibles, rather than from only 3, be authorized for making 
appointments “to the competitive service. The reason for this is to 
promote the efficiency of the service by enlarging the officer’s range of 
choice. The present system of merit and veterans’ preference, the ] pro- 
cedure now in order, would be retained. It would make no difference 
whatsoever with respect to those items. 

We think this will improve the efficiency of the service, and it 
wouldn’t involve any problems in terms of administration. It would 
follow the same procedure that we follow at this time, and the only 
change would be in the number that the appointing officer would have 
to select from. 

As you know, this proposal is also in line with one of the recom- 
mendations of the Hoover Commission, which is a much more general 
recommendation than this one, which suggested that the appointing 
officer should have a great deal more freedom in making appointments 
than he had under the present rule of three. 

Senator Pasrore. There is no political aspect involved in that? 

Mr. Youna. In this? Cert: ainly not. We are dealing with the 
career service. 

Senator Pasrorr. I want it recorded; my laugh was rather loud. 

Mr. Young. The last proposal, which is not included in S. 2665, and 
which we are not suggesting to you for legislative action, is this matter 
of unemployment compensation which is included in this program of 
the Department of Labor, and I believe would probably come up before 
a different committee than this one. 

That, Mr. Chairman, concludes our proposals in a very brief and 
summary fashion. I might add we would be glad to spend time on any 
phase and would be very glad to return at any time or submit any 
additional information you would like to have. 

The Cuarrman. Are there any further questions by the members 
of the committee ? 

If not, I want you to know, Mr, Young, I appreciate very much this 
fine statement, and I want to ‘say it is a very comprehensive statement, 
and I am pleased that most of the bill that I introduced earlier, S. 2665, 
has the approval of your Commission. I assure you that we are going 
to give this further study, and we may want you folks back be fore we 
get t through. 

I want to ask this question: I noticed on the President’s proposal 
here a contributory group life insurance program, a medical care and 
hospitalization insurance program, and a pension program. Now, are 
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you in a position, or is the administration in a position, to submit 
legislat ion on this? 

‘Mr. Youne. We will be, Mr. Chairman. Under the proposals for 
improved pensions for Federal employees, that will be a recommenda- 
tion coming to the Congress from the so-called Kaplan committee, I 
would hope, some time in the very near future. It was listed in the 
President’s program because it is part of this whole area of employee 
compensation and benefits, and this whole picture should be looked at 
from a broad point of view, rather than by these separate individual 
items. That is why it was put in there. 

With respect to the two proposals on insurance, a volunteer group 
life program and a volunteer group medical and hospitalization pro- 
gram, we expect to submit to the Congress legislation for the group 
life program very soon. We will submit proposals for group medical 

and group health as early in the session as we can get them prepared. 
That is a much more ¢ ‘omplex field than the group life, and it is going 
to take us longer to work out the specific concrete proposals that we 
would like to suggest. 

But we will have proposals or recommendations for legislation on 
both programs. 

The Cuarrman. The committee would appreciate it if you would 
keep us advised on the matters that will affect this comntittee. We 
would appreciate that very much. 

Mr. Younc. We would appreciate the opportunity of working with 
you and members of your committee and your staff in developing both 
of those proposals as we go along. 

The Cuarrman. If there is nothing further, Mr. Young, we thank 
you. 

Mr. Younae. Mr. Chairman, I notice Commissioner Moore has 
joined us, and he may have something to add to my remarks. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Commissioner, we would be happy to have a 
statement this morning from you. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE M. MOORE, COMMISSIONER, CIVIL 
SERVICE COMMISSION 


Mr. Moore. Mr. Chairman, I wish to say I support the very able 
remarks made by Mr. Young. The Commission wholeheartedly en- 
dorses this program submitted by the President. 

The Cuarrman. We thank you very much for your appearance. 
You are quite a familiar figure around this table. 

The next witness is Mr. Eugene J. Lyons, Assistant Postmaster 
General. 

We are very glad to have you with us this morning, Mr. Lyons. 


STATEMENT OF EUGENE J. LYONS, ASSISTANT POSTMASTER 
GENERAL 


Mr. Lyons. First I would like to thank you very much for the op- 
portunity of appearing before you and representing the Post. Office 
Department. 

My remarks will ba confined to the bill, and_of course will not cover 
any of the additional items which Chairman Young has given to you 
this morning. 


a> 
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If I may, I should like to read a very brief statement from the 
Postmaster General. 

The CHamman. You may proceed in any way you desire, Mr. 
Lyons. 

Mr. Lyons. Reference is made to your request for a report on S. 
2665, a bill “To amend the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, 
and the Federal Employees Pay Act of 1945, as amended, and for 
other purposes.” 

Title I of this bill amends the Classification Act of 1949: 

(1) By converting positions in the crafts, protective and custodial 
schedule to the general schedule under the Classification Act of 1949, 
and adjusts the rates of pay of the positions so converted; 

(2) Increases from 400 to 700 the number of positions authorized 
to be placed in grades GS-16, 17, and 18, and removes the restriction 
on the number of positions which may be placed in each of these 
grades; 

(3) ) Permits the establishment of entrance rates higher than the 
minimum rate of the grade for positions in shortage categories; and 

(4) Authorizes longevity step increases in gr: ades GS-11 through 
GS-15. 

The Post Office Department supports the enactments of title I of 
this bill but wishes to point out that the portion of the title which per- 
mits hiring at higher than the minimum entrance rates for positions 
in shortage categories may result in employee relations problems 
among those employed at the present rates. 

Incidentally, may I inject here that Chairman Young’s statement 
that employees hired at lower rates would be brought up to the new 
minimum, would allay our fears in connection with that portion of 
the title. 

The CHatrMAN. We appreciate that very much. 

Senator Pasrore. And would that mean that you would endorse 
that provision with the qualification made by Mr. Young? 

Mr. Lyons. Yes. 

Title II of this bill amends the Federal Employees Pay Act of 
1945 by revising the overtime, night, and holiday pay provisions, and 
adding new provisions providing premium pay for standby service 
and for irregular and unscheduled overtime duty. 

The Department is in accord with most of the objectives of this 
title, but is opopsed to the provision for holiday pay. This provision 
runs counter to general practices in industry by providing double 
time and one-half pay for employees who are regularly scheduled to 
work on holidays instead of the usual double time. The holiday pay 
provision further would set up an inequity by paying employees for 
whom the holiday work is not overtime at the same rate as those for 
whom holiday work is also overtime work. 

The Department also questions the payment of overtime to em- 
ployees who, because of the nature of their positions, can control their 
own overtime. Many employees in and above GS grade 9 are in such 
positions and would become eligible for premium pay for overtime 
under the provision of this title. 

Title ITI of this bill establishes a new Government Employees Incen- 
tive Awards Act. It consolidates all the laws for all types of awards 
and places direction of the governmentwide incentive awards pro- 
gram within the Civil Service Commission. The Department sup- 
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ports title III of this bill. It is assumed that the executive depart- 
ments of the Government will have maximum flexibility in adminis- 
tering such programs. 

May I add here, in connection with this system, that in the postal 
serv rie e we have a maximum total amount that we can spend in a year, 
of $25,000, a maximum individual award of $1,000. It costs us more 
than $25,000, the maximum amount of awards we can grant in a year, 
to administer the program, and the limitation has effectively reduced 
the number and value of the suggestions that the Department is able 
to obtain from its rank and file employees. Therefore, that is one of 
our reasons for strongly supporting some liberalization of the present 
setup. 

Title IV of this bill proposes a cash allowance of $100 for each 
employee required by law or regulation to wear a uniform in the 
performance of official duty. The regulations with respect to this 
allowance are to be prescribed by the Director of the Bureau of the 
Budget. The Post Office Department does not favor this proposal 
at the present time. The overriding consideration in reaching this 
conclusion is the cost to the Department. It is estimated that there 
are about 133,000 employees in the Department who would be affected 
by this provision. There have been several estimates of the cost of 
uniforms, depending upon the regulation prescribed by the head of 
the agency, but it is estimated the cost per uniform would be about 
$100 per annum. Using this unit cost estimate the annual cost to the 
P ost Office Department for all employees required to wear uniforms 
would be about $13,500,000. 

Title V of this bill would repeal section 1310 of the Supplemental 
Appropriation Act, 1952 (Public Law 253, 82d Cong.) as amended. 
The Post Office Department strongly endorses title V of this bill. 

The Whitten amendment has been a materially adverse factor in 
field hiring and in keeping down turnover. In view of the steady but 
regular growth of the post office, reflecting the basic growth in the 
American economy, there is no reason for the application of such a 
restriction to this Department. Relief from this restriction will 
enable the Department to move toward its objective of regularizing 
employment and tenure by converting many substitutes and indefi- 
nites to full-time employment with civil-service status. Such action 
will make possible material savings through providing secure employ- 
ment to thousands of clerks and carriers, thus reducing turnover and 
enabling us to increase skills and productivity through the use of ex- 
perienced employees. There are ap proxim: ately 70,000 employees now 
performing full-time work who, in part, because of the Whitten 
amendment cannot be given regular appointments. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there would be no objec- 
tion to the submission of this report to the committee. 

The CuarrMan. Mr. Lyons, we certainly appreciate your statement. 
As I understand it now, with the exception of title TV, dealing with 
uniforms, the Post Office Department has no objection to the reporting 
of this bill? 

Mr. Lyons. And the part of title II which pertains to the holiday 
pay, which is the same position as taken by the Civil Service 
Commission. 

Senator Pastore. May I ask one question: Referring to page 2 of 
your statement, the latter part of the first paragraph, you say “The 
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Department also questions the payment of overtime to employees who, 
because of the nature of their positions, can control their own over- 
time.” Now, what can we do about writing something in the law that 
would be more or less of a protection against that ? 

Mr. Lyons. I would add to that wording in the bill, “except that no 
employee who controls, orders, or approves his own overtime assign- 
ments, shall be paid for such assignments.” By that I mean paid in 

cash. He should, of course, receive the compensatory time off. 

Senator Pasrorr. Outside of the postmasters, who else would have 
that authority ? 

Mr. Lyons. This particular part of the bill daes not apply to the 
field service of the Post Office Department, but even in the depart- 
mental headquarters we have fairly high-ranking supervisors, grades 
10, 11, 12, and so on who, by the very nature of their work, decide 
whether they are going to come in and work overtime, or whether they 
are not. 

They are of the same category as many employees in industry who 
might be termed exempt from the provisions of the Fair Labor Stand- 
ards Act because of supervisory or administrative functions. And 
those employees have a job to do, and in doing that job they are not 
held to exact hours of work. They put in whatever additional time 
may be required to accomplish the job in many cases. They often 
take work home with them. 

Senator Pasrore. If they performed overtime work, you would 
want them to be paid for it, wouldn’t you? Or wouldn’t you want 
them to be paid for it? Would you exclude them, or would you have 
a supervisor over them to check on the correctness of their overtime? 
I want to get that straight, whether you want to exclude them under 
these benefits, or whether you want better supervision. 

Mr. Lyons. We feel that generally, if they are permitted to control 
and approve their own overtime, that there should be some restriction. 
The agency head can put that restriction in now, because, as the bill 
stands, the option above grade 9 is left to the agency head. 

But the reason we questioned that is because it might result in 
considerably varied practices among agency heads, and because em- 
ployees, particularly in Washington, work together; and if one agency 
begins paying substantial sums of overtime to supervisory personnel 
who control their own overtime, and another agency does not, it 
appears to us it might cause difficult employee relations. 

Senator Pastore. Can’t the Postmaster General take care of that 
by Department regulations? 

Mr. Lyons. For the Post Office Department only. 

Senator Pastore. That is true, and the other departments could do 
that, right on down the line. I think it would be desirable there to 
have an individual say whether he was going to work overtime, and 
for how long, without anybody passing upon it. 

But I think that is a matter of rules and regulations for every depart- 
ment. I don’t think you could write anything in there to exclude 
people hon these benefits, if they were rendering service to the Gov- 
ernment. I think it is more a question of supervision rather than 
whether or not they should be excluded. In other words, you wouldn’t 
deny a man overtime work just because he has to pass upon it. But 
you would keep a record of what he passes upon. 
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Mr. Lyons. Yes. My suggestion would merely be for the agencies 
to see that no individual who controls his own overtime had received 
payment for it without specific approval of the overtime assignment 
by some superior. 

‘Senator Pastore. Do you think that ought to be written in the law? 

Mr. Lyons. I think it would be an advants uge and would make for 
uniformity in administration if it were written into the law. 

The Cuamman. It might be, Mr. Lyons, that we could write into 
the report something along that line. We are going to give this 
consideration. 

Are there any further questions? 

We thank you very much for your appearance, Mr. Lyons. 

Mr. Lyons. Thank you. 

The CuHamman. Now, I would like to continue, if it is possible, to 
hear the witnesses from the Department of Defense. 

Our next witness is Mr. James M. Mitchell, Deputy Assistant Secre- 
tary of Defense. Mr. Mitchell, we will be pleased to have your state- 
ment. I regret it is getting a little late here, but we want to take 
these witnesses now since our hearings tomorrow are scheduled. 


STATEMENT OF JAMES M. MITCHELL, DEPUTY ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 


Mr. Mircneci. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
appreciate the privilege of appearing before you on behalf of the 
Department of Defense to testify on S. 2665. We are most pleased 
at the prompt and careful consideration which your committee is 
giving to this important legislation. 

Because of the scope and importance of this bill, I have asked the 
major civilian personnel officials of the milite iry departments to assist 
me in presenting the Department of Defense’s detailed comments on 
the various titles of S. 2665 

I will ask, first, Mr. John A. Watts, Director of Civilian Personnel, 
Department of the Air Force, to discuss title I, Amendments to the 
Classification Act of 1949; then Robert H. Willey, Acting Director 
of Civilian Personnel, Department of the Army, to discuss title II, 
yar Compensation; and then Rear Adm. George A. Holderness, 

, Chief of the Office of Industrial Relations, Department of the 
Na avy, to discuss title III, Government Employees’ Incentive Awards, 
and title V, Miscellaneous Provisions. 

Before these gentlemen present the detailed comments on the bill, 
I would like to make some general observations concerning the impor- 
tance of S. 2665. 

President Eisenhower in his budget message this January stated 
that one of his aims is— 

* * * to provide conditions of employment for Federal personnel more nearly 
comparable to those in private enterprise. 

The main provisions of S. 2665 represent a major step toward this 
goal, particularly as regards payment for overtime and night work 
at premium rates more comparable with those prevalent in American 
industry today. 

In addition, S. 2665 is of major interest to the Department of 
Defense because it would resolve difficult administrative problems 
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which have arisen out of existing laws governing the classification, 
employment, and promotion of employees, and conflicting laws estab- 
lishing incentive awards. 

While all titles of S. 2665, except title IV, Uniform Allowances, 
are supported by the Department with some modifications, of the 
greatest importance are the sections of title I which would clarify 
the coverage of the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, and abolish 
the CPC schedule; title III establishing a new system of incentive 
awards; and title V, repealing the Whitten amendment. 

With regard to the coverage of the Classification Act, recent inter- 
pretations made by the Civil Service Commission of the present 
wording of the act have placed in doubt the status of about 100,000 
employees of the Department of Defense engaged in trades or occu- 
pations, the duties of which involve the maintenance and operation of 
buildings at military installations. These employees traditionally 
have been paid by the Department of Defense on a prevailing-rate 
basis, and if it become necessary to shift these employees to Classifi- 
cation Act positions, serious administrative and morale problems 
would arise. S. 2665 would clarify this situation and _ specifically 
exempt the employees involved from the coverage of the Classification 
Act. 

With regard to the incentive-award provisions of S. 2665, your 
attention is invited to the need for resolution of the conflicts and 
inequities which exist in the existing statutes authorizing incentive 
awards. The Department of Defense is anxious to have these con- 
flicts resolved and one integrated program developed in order that it 
may make fully effective use of incentive awards as a means of stim- 
ulating high productivity and initiative among its over 1 million 
civilian employees. We have found the very active incentive-award 
program in the Department of Defense an extremely valuable man- 
agement tool, saving millions of dollars annually, and we believe that 
with proper legislation these programs can have even greater use- 
fulness. 

With regard to the Whitten amendment, it is our opinion that 
the purposes for whieh it was enacted have largely been accomplished 
now that the period of rapid expansion of the Federal Government 
is over, and that it would be greatly in the interest of efficiency and 
of equity to employees to repeal this legislation. Overexpansion of 
the permanent core and overrapid promotion can be adequately con- 
trolled through more flexible and realistic administrative controls. 

I again wish to thank the committee for the opportunity to appear 
in support of this legislation. 

I would like to say I have these three gentlemen with me who are 
prepared to discuss in more detail some of the more specific aspects 
and will answer any questions, 

The Cuarmman. We will hear them, Mr. Mitchell. 

I was interested in your comment on the uniform allowance, which 
I noticed the Department of Defense is opposed to. I assume they 
still furnish military uniforms? 

Mr. Mrircney. I might say I checked on that. We furnish mili- 
tary uniforms to the Reserve officers and not to the Regular officers. 
Regular officers do not have a uniform allowance, but the Reserve 
officers, who are presumably called in the service for a shorter period, 
do receive a uniform allowance. 
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The Cuatmrman. And the enlisted personnel still get uniforms? 

Mr. Mircuett. Oh, yes. 

The Cuarrman. Are ther e any questions? 

Thank you very much, Mr. Mitchell. 

Mr. Mrrcnet,. Thank you. 

The CHatrman. Next we have Mr. John A. Watts, Director of 
Civilian Personnel, Department of the Air Force 

Mr. Watts, we appreciate your presence here. ‘Tf you have a state- 
ment for the record, we would appreciate it if you would give us a 
synopsis of what you have in mind, without reading a lengthy state- 
ment, because of the time. I think we would be helping you, and you 
would be helping us. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN A. WATTS, DIRECTOR OF CIVILIAN 
PERSONNEL, DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 


Mr. Warts. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
John A. Watts, Director of Civilian Personnel, Department of the 
Air Force. On behalf of the Department of Defense, I want to thank 
the committee for this opportunity to present the Department’s views 
on title I of S. 2665. 

A major feature of the bill is the proposed revision of section 
202 (7) of the Classification Act to clearly exclude from that act 
all labor, trade, craft, and associated occupations. This revision is 
needed to eliminate many pay inequities and to untangle costly prob- 
lems of personnel and wage administration which have arisen in 
the past several years under current interpretations of the Classifica- 
tion Act. 

The Classification Act of 1923 generally excluded trades, labor, and 
craft occupations from coverage, except for such employees as were 
“under the direction and control of the custodian of a public build- 
ing, or perform work which is subordinate, incidental, or preparatory 
to work of a professional, scientific, or technical character.” 

It was long-standing practice of the military departments to re- 
gard jobs concerned with the maintenance and repair of the struc- 
tures, grounds, «nd equipment of military bases as within the wage- 
board category. This was based upon legal interpretations that 
military posts were not “public buildings” as the term was intended. 
This view was brought to the attention of the Comptroller General 
on numerous occasions, and exception was not taken. 

The Classification Act of 1949 contains a similar provision relating 
to the exclusion of trades, labor, and craft employees. Under that 
act, however, the Civil Service Commission was given authority to 
determine coverage and exclusions from the act. The Commission 
has taken the position that maintenance jobs, which we traditionally 
have placed in the wage-board category, cannot be cosbaaal from 
coverage under the 1949 act. 

However, the Civil Service Commission has recognized the pay- 
administration problems existing for the jobs in question. The Com- 
mission has joined with the Department of Defense in advocating this 
legislation which will clarify the existing law and remove pay in- 
equities by insuring that all blue-collar workers are compensated on 
a prevailing rate basis. 
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Should the proposed provision not be passed, and recent interpre- 
tations of the coverage of the Classification Act by the Civil Service 
Commission in connection with the adjudication of individual appeals 
under the Classification Act and the Veterans’ Preference Act be 
applied as general precedents, approximately 100,000 jobs, in the 
Department “of Defense would have to be changed from wage-board 
pay schedules to the CPC schedule of the Classification Act. The 
consequences would include the following: 

(a) Workers performing maintenance duties requiring skills simi- 
lar to those performing duties outside of building maintenance opera- 
tions at the same installations would be paid different rates of pay. 
This would create an untenable situation with respect to employee 
morale, and vastly complicated personnel management. 

(6) In an overwhelming majority of areas where the military de- 
partments have installations, maintenance workers would receive 
lower pay if placed on the CPC schedule. In some cases the present 
locality industrial and wage board schedule rates for helpers are 
higher than journeyman rates provided under the CPC schedule. In 
addition to lowered employee morale, our ability to recruit and retain 
workers would be seriously affected. 

Senator Pastore. May I interrupt you there? I’m not getting 
anything out of this. The time is so short, and you have to read it 
pretty fast, and I wonder if you couldn’t just make a simple state- 
ment of what you agree with or disagree with, and then put your 
statement in the record. I think that would be more intelligent. Just 
reading it through fast, I am not getting anything out of it at all. 

The Cuamman. Mr. W atts, I have been following your statement 
very closely, and as I get your statement, you are for the provisions 
at least in title I, and you are giving your reasons for it. 

Now, are there other sections of the bill that you approve or disap- 
prove of that you could tell us about, without reading your state- 
ment, which will be made a part of the record ? 

Mr. Warrs. Certainly, Mr. Chairman. I will try to pick those 
out and so state them. 

Coupled with the provision about which I have been speaking, is 
the provision to eliminate our CPC schedule. The Department of 
Defense concurs with this provision. The two provisions are inter- 
related. 

Another important feature of S. 2665 is the provision to revise sec- 
tion 505 of the Classification Act, to increase the number of GS-16, 
17, and 18 positions authorized under that section from 400 to 700, 
and to eliminate present restrictions on the number of positions that 
may be allocated to any one single grade. 

The Department of Defense position is that of respectfully calling 
to the attention of the committee that we feel no numerical limitation 
should be placed upon the number of supergrades in the statute. Such 
ceiling control has been found unrealistic. 

At the present time, for example, the Department of Defense has, 
by piecemeal legislation, authority to employ supergrade employees 
under five different statutes. Hence, the limitation in the Classifica- 
tion Act of 1949 has not met the needs of the Federal service, as indi- 

cated by the willingness of Congress to give Federal agencies addi- 
tional supergrade authority in other statutes. 
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Therefore, we request the Commission to consider eliminating a 
numerical ceiling and, in the event it is considered that some limita- 
tion is necessary, we believe authority should be vested in the Presi- 
dent who, on the basis of periodic studies, could develop the number 
of positions needed by the Federal service and authorize that number 
and that number only. 

Another significant feature of S. 2665 is the proposal in section 803 
to authorize the Civil Service Commission, under certain conditions, 
to adjust minimum rates for a given class of work in one or more 
areas, to any higher rate within the range of the grade. Under this 
provision the Commission could establish higher minimum rates to 
meet difficult recruiting and employee retention problems for specific 
occupations in specific areas when it had evidence that a higher rate 
was hecessary to obtain qualified employees. 

The Department of Defense has consistently advocated this prin- 
ciple for the past 5 years. It would enable us to meet competitive 
situations now existing within the Department of Defense, where we 
are not able to ec ompete w ith private industry or State or local govern- 
ment on a fair and equitable basis. 

We feel this authority, however, should be flexible enough so that 
in 2 given area only those installations needed to raise in-hiring rates 
would be allowed to do so. In most cases, all installations in a given 
area would feel it necessary to take parallel action. However, in 
some cases, the problem may be confined to an installation which is 
located away from transportation facilities, or where other circum- 
stances make the work less attractive. We assume that the proposed 
legislation is intended to provide this flexibility. 

As another major feature of this act, the Department of Defense 
endorses the provisions to extend longevity step increases, now limited 
to grades through GS-10, to grades GS-11 through GS-15. Since the 
purpose of longevity increases is to provide additional incentives for 
those who do not have the opportunity for grade promotions, and to 
reward long and faithful service, we see no reason why this principle 
should not be extended. 

We recommend that the phrase “without change of grade or rate 
of basic compensation,” in section 703 (a), be amended to read “with- 
out an equivalent increase in compensation.” ‘This is recommended 
to eliminate an inequity that now exists, wherein an employee changed 
to lower grade is prevented from receiving a longevity step increase 
until he has served 3 years at the maximum | step of that grade. 

Numbers of incidents have come to our attention in which in reduc- 
tions in force in the Federal service, employees have been down- 
graded, and they might well have had the length of service to qualify 
them even in a few months for longevity step increases. However, 
technically, under the present wording of the act, they are not entitled 
to those increases when they are reduced to a lower grade. 

The suggestion here would merely cover those individuals and 
where they were reduced to lower grade it would still give them the 
benefit of the time spent in grade ‘for existing and future longevity 
increases. 

For your additional information, we are attaching to this statement 
two enclosures which highlight existing pay inequities between CPC 
schedules and wage board schedules in the Department of Defense. 
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The Cuarrman. That will be made a part of the record, with your 
statement. And I want you to know we appreciate very much your 
statement, operating under the pressure we have placed you under. 
We are indebted to you for it. We thank you. 

Mr. Warts. Thank you. 

(The formal statement of Mr. Watts, with enclosures, follows :) 


STATEMENT OF DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE REPRESENTATIVE CONCERNING TITLE I OF 
S. 2665, A Brit “To AMEND THE CLASSIFICATION AcT oF 1949, AS AMENDED, AND 
THE FEDERAL EMPLOYEES Pay Act oF 1945, as AMENDED, AND FOR OTHER 
PURPOSES” 


Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee on Post Office and Civil Service, I 
am John A. Watts, Director of Civilian Personnel, Department of the Air Force. 
On behalf of the Department of Defense I want to thank the committee for this 
opportunity to present the Department’s views on title I of S. 2665. 

Title I, Amendments to the Classification Act of 1949, as Amended, S. 2665, 
contains several important and sorely needed provisions necessary to eliminate 
administrative difficulties and pay inequities in the Classification Act of 1949. 
These provisions represent features which have long been advocated by the 
Department of Defense. 

A major feature of the bill is the proposed revision of section 202 (7) of the 
Classification Act to clearly exclude from that act all labor, trade, craft, and 
associated occupations. This revision is needed to eliminate many pay inequities 
and to untangle costly problems of personnel and wage administration which 
have arisen in the past several years under current interpretations of the 
Classification Act. 

The Classification Act of 1923 generally excluded trades, labor, and craft 
occupations from coverage except for such employees as were “under the direc- 
tion and control of the custodian of a public building or perform work which is 
subordinate, incidental, or preparatory to work of a professional, scientific, or 
technical character.” Authority to determine coverage of the 1923 act, with the 
exception of the departmental service, was vested in the heads of departments 
and agencies, subject to check by the Comptroller General. It was a long-standing 
practice of the military departments to regard jobs concerned with the mainte- 
nance and repair of the structures, grounds, and equipment of military bases as 
within the wage board category. This was based upon legal interpretation that 
military posts were not “public buildings” as the term was intended. This view 
was brought to the attention of the Comptroller General on numerous occasions, 
and exception was not taken. 

The Classification Act of 1949 contains a similar provision relating to the 
exclusion of trades, labor, and craft employees. Under that act, however, the 
Civil Service Commission was given authority to determine coverage and exclu- 
sions from the act. The Commission has taken the position that maintenance 
jobs, which we traditionally have placed in the wage board category, cannot be 
excluded from coverage under the 1949 act. 

However, the Civil Service Commission has recognized the pay administration 
problems existing for the jobs in question. The Commission has joined with the 
Department of Defense in advocating this legislation which will clarify the 
existing law and remove pay inequities by insuring that all blue-collar workers 
are compensated on a prevailing rate basis. We wish to point out that similar 
action was proposed by the Department to the Bureau of the Budget during the 
hearings on the Classification Act of 1949. We were then assured, however, that 
such action was unnecessary, since it was not anticipated that the 1949 act would 
affect existing practices in the Department of Defense. 

Should the proposed provision not be passed, and recent interpretations of the 
coverage of the Classification Act by the Civil Service Commission in connection 
with the adjudication of individual appeals under the Classification Act and the 
Veterans’ Preference Act be applied as general precedents, approximately 100,000 
jobs, in the Department of Defense would have to be changed from wage board 
pay schedules to the CPC schedule of the Classification Act. The consequences 
would include the following : 

(a) Workers performing maintenance duties requiring skills similar to those 
performing duties outside of building maintenance operations at the same instal- 
lations would be paid different rates of pay. This would create an untenable 
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situation with respect to employee morale, and vastly complicate personnel 
management. 

(b) In an overwhelming majority of areas where the military departments have 
installations, maintenance workers would receive lower pay if placed on the 
CPC schedule. In some cases the present locality industrial and wage board 
schedule rates for helpers are higher than journeyman rates provided under the 
CPC schedule. In addition to lowered employee morale, our ability to recruit and 
retain workers would be seriously affected. 

(c) In a few areas rates would be increased unnecessarily above prevailing 
rates in local industry, thus forcing us to compete unfairly with private employers. 

(d) Under the Defense Appropriation Act of 1954 we are limited to 475,000 
graded civilian employees. Throwing approximately 100,000 blue-collar employees 
against this ceiling would force a corresponding reduction in force, and would 
obviously have serious effect on the ability of the Department of Defense to 
accomplish the currently authorized military program. 

This proposed revision to the Classification Act clearly excludes from coverage 
all maintenance-type workers, thus ending a major area of controversy. Another 
feature is elimination of a smaller area of controversy by henceforth excluding 
laboratory mechanics from coverage of the act. 

Coupled with this revision is the provision to eliminate the CPC schedule. 
Those positions now in this schedule which would remain under the Classification 
Act, such as fire fighters, guards, and messengers, would be integrated at appro- 
priate salary grades with the general schedule. A single grade and salary sched- 
ule for all Classification Act employees is endorsed as simplifying the classifica- 
tion and salary administration process. 

These provisions, if enacted, would require that less than 6,000 Department of 
Defense positions be transferred from the CPC schedule to wage board schedules. 
These positions, such as janitor, bus driver, and elevator operator could be readily 
fitted into existing classification plans and wage schedules for prevailing rate 
employees. 

While other agencies would be required to transfer more substantial numbers 
of employees to a prevailing rate basis, our experience counters any arguments 
concerning the administrative difficulties involved. With very small technical 
staffs, we are administering wages for more than 700,000 employees scattered 
through nearly all geographic areas. Our wage data and schedules are regularly 
furnished to and used to some degree by many departments and agencies, includ- 
ing the following: Agriculture, Commerce, Interior, General Services Administra- 
tion, Veterans’ Administration, Atomic Energy Commission, Public Health Service, 
and the National Advisory Committee for Aeronautics. 

Another important feature of S. 2665 is the provision to revise section 505 of 
the Classification Act to increase the number of GS-16, 17, and 18 positions author- 
ized under that section from 400 to 700 and to eliminate present restrictions on 
the number of positions that may be allocated to any one single grade. Since 
the Classification Act stresses that each position shall be evaluated and classified 
in accordance with the degree of difficulty and responsibility involved, we 
strongly believe that an arbitrary ceiling on the number of positions that may 
be placed in grades GS-16, 17, and 18 is undesirable. Limiting by statute the 
number of positions in these grades results in situations where positions of a 
high order of difficulty and responsibility cannot be properly classified and com- 
pensated. Such ceiling control is unrealistic since it ignores whatever may be 
the true requirements of the Federal service at any one time. The very existence 
of arbitrary ceilings results in piecemeal legislation to accomodate the indi- 
vidual requirements of various agencies. For example, authorizations for addi- 
tional grade GS-16, 17, and 18 positions in the Department of Defense have been 
included in the Defense Production Act of 1950, as amended, the Supplemental 
Appropriation Act of 1951, the Department of Defense Appropriation Act of 
1954 and the Supplemental Appropriation Act of 1954. In addition, there are 
various other legislative authorities providing additional positions for other 
departments and agencies. These piecemeal attempts to meet true requirements 
result in ever-increasing complexity in salary administration. 

For these reasons, we strongly urge elimination of all references to ceilings on 
grades GC-16, 17, and 18. If, however, specific controls are considered essential, 
then we believe that those controls should be vested in the President. This pro- 
cedure would serve as a check on potential abuse, and yet provide flexibility to 
meet the real requirements of the Federal service. Ceilings could be set and 
udjusted administratively, from time to time, based on periodic surveys of 
current requirements. 
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We assume that the proposed statutory ceiling of 700 positions would be in 
addition to the number of positions now authorized by special legislation, and is 
intended to represent a net increase of 300 positions over and beyond the 400 
originally authorized in 1949, and the approximately 500 positions authorized 
under various subsequent enactments. If it is decided that legislative ceilings 
will be continued, then we suggest that the proposed revision be clarified to 
insure that the limitation of 700 positions be established in section 505 of the 
Classification Act is confined to positions authorized under that section. 

A significant new feature contained in S. 2665 is the proposal in section 803 
to authorize the Civil Service Commission, under certain conditions, to adjust 
minimum rates for a given class of work in one or more areas, to any higher rate 
within the range of the grade. Under the present wording of the Classification 
Act, we cannot hire employees at rates above the minimum, except when they are 
eligible for higher rates because of previous service. Under the new provision, 
the Commission could establish higher minimum rates to meet difficult recruit- 
ing and employee retention problems for specific occupations in specific areas 
when it had evidence that a higher rate was necessary to obtain qualified em- 
ployees. 

This provision is one which the Department of Defense has consistently ad- 
vocated for the past 5 years. It would provide some leeway, within the existing 
Classification Act salary structure to meet tight labor market situations, espe- 
cially in the lower to medium grades where a difference of a few hundred dollars 
is often significant in recruiting and retaining qualified employees. 

At present, for example, engineering aides, dental technicians, tabulating 
equipment operators, and draftsmen are in short supply. In several areas of the 
country the appropriate Classification Act entrance rates for these positions are 
well below rates offered by private employers, and in some instances, are also 
below rates paid by State and local governments. As an illustration, a Bureau 
of Labor Statistics survey in March 1953 showed that journeyman tabulating 
equipment operators in private industry in Chicago, Ill., averaged $1.60 per hour. 
The hourly rate for the equivalent Federal employee fell within the GS-3 range, 
or $1.42 to $1.65 per hour; however, the in-hiring rate was restricted to $1.42. 
Under the proposed amendment, adjustment to the sixth salary step of GS-3, at 
$1.61 would have met the competitive situation. A BLS survey in Detroit in 
October 1953 showed the average pay of key-punch operators to be $1.50 per hour 
compared to the equivalent GS-2 Federal Government position with a range of 
$1.83 to $1.55 per hour. If the in-hiring rate could have been raised to the sixth 
salary step, new employees could have been offered the competitive rate of $1.51 
per hour. As another illustration, information obtained in 1953 indicates the 
State of California in-hires junior engineering aides at $281 per month. Federal 
employees for equivalent jobs (GS-3) are in-hired at $246 per month. With 
leeway to adjust minimum rates, as proposed, it would be possible to raise the 
in-hiring rate to the top salary step of GS-3, or $286 per month. 

The proposed authority to the Civil Service Commission to establish hivher 
minimum rates should be sufficiently flexible so that in a given area only those 
installations needing to raise their in-hiring rates would be allowed to do so, 
In most cases, all installations in a given area would feel it necessary to take 
parallel action. However, in some cases the problem may be confined to an 
installation which is located away from transportation facilities, or where other 
circumstances make the work less attractive. We assume that the proposed 
legislation is intended to provide this flexibility. If not, we would suggest that 
the wording be revised. 

In further support of the flexible minimum rate provision, we would like to 
point out that recommendation No. 17 of the Hoover Commission report on 
personnel management recognized the need for greater flexibility in the Federal 
pay structure, and recommended that provision be made to adjust hiring rates 
to meet current employment trends. 

Provision is contained in S. 2665 to extend the longevity step increases, now 
limited to grades through GS-10, to grades GS—11 through GS-15. Since the 
purpose of longevity increases is to provide additional incentive for those who 
do not have the opportunity for grade promotions, and to reward long and faith- 
ful service, we can see no reason why this principle should not be extended. We 
recommend that the phrase “without change of grade or rate of basic compensa- 
tion” in section 703 (a) be amended to read “without an equivalent increase in 
compensation.” This is recommended to eliminate an inequity that now exists, 
wherein an employee changed to lower grade is prevented from receiving a lon- 
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gevity step increase until he has served for 3 years at the maximum step of that 
grade. 

For the purpose of the record, attached are two enclosures which highlight pay 
inequities and relationships between CPC schedules and wage-board schedules. 


EXAMPLES OF PAY INEQUALITIES WITHIN INSTALLATIONS WHICH WOULD ARISE IF 
MAINTENANCE TYPE POSITIONS WERE CONVERTED TO THE CPC SCHEDULE 


(a) In an installation in Detroit, a building laborer engaged in cleaning and 
general manual labor work would receive from $1.16-$1.37 per hour on the CPC 
schedule. A shop laborer engaged in moving equipment and materials would re- 
ceive $1.71-$1.98 per hour as a wage board employee. No difference in qualifi- 
eation requirements for the two jobs exists. 

(>) At the same installation in Detroit, a maintenance carpenter engaged in 
the repair of buildings would receive $1.54-$1.77 on the CPC schedule. A car- 
penter helper in the production shop would receive a wage board rate of $1.83— ° 
$2.12. In this instance a great difference in qualification requirements exists, 
and the job which is least demanding would receive a higher rate of pay. 

(c) In Denver, Colo., a building maintenance electrician in the post engineer 
office of the arsenal would receive $1.54-$1.77 per hour on the CPC schedule. A 
production electrician engaged in the manufacturing department of the arsenal 
would receive $1.87-$2.17 per hour as a wage board employee. No difference in 
the qualification requirements for the two jobs exists. 

(d) In Portsmouth, N. H., a sheetmetal worker performing maintenance work 
on buildings in the naval shipyard would receive $1.54-$1.77 per hour on the CPC 
schedule. A production sheetmetal worker engaged in the conversion, over- 
haul, or repair of ships as a wage board employee would receive $1.80-$1.96 per 
hour. No difference in the level of qualification requirements for the two jobs 
exists. 


PAY RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN CPC AND WAGE BOARD SCHEDULES 


Listed below are some standard maintenance type jobs employed extensively in 
the military departments. Comparison of current authorized wage board rates 
for these jobs are made with CPC schedules in several localities where military 
departments have substantial employment. These comparisons illustrate pay 
inequities which would result if these jobs were converted from wage board rates x 
to the CPC schedule. 


Ports- 


po Detroit, Denver, |Huntsville,| San Diego, 
ors no Mich. Colo. Ala. Calif. 
H. 

Laborer $1. 16-$1.37 |$1.31-$1. 41 ($1. 71-$1.98 |$1. 43-$1. 65 |$1. 12-$1.30 | $1. 49-$1. 61 
Truck driver 1.23- 1.46 | 1.46- 1.58 | 1.75— 2.02 | 1.46- 1.69 | 1.17- 1.35 1. 73- 1.87 
Helper 1,32- 1.55 | 1.39- 1.51 1.80- 2.08 | 1.50- 1.74 | 1.23- 1.42 1. 66- 1.80 
Carpenter _ 1.54- 1.77 | 1.74— 1.88 | 2. 08— 2. 41 1. 76- 2.04 | 1.62- 1.87 2.04— 2. 22 
Electrician. 1. 54- 1.77 | 1.80— 1.96 | 2. 20— 2.55 | 1.87- 2.17 | 1. 78 2.06 2.11- 2.29 


The Cuatrman. The next witness will be Mr. Robert H. Willey, 
Acting Director of Civilian Personnel, Department of the Army. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT H. WILLEY, ACTING DIRECTOR OF a 
CIVILIAN PERSONNEL, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 


Mr. Wutey. Mr. Chairman, in view of the hour, I won’t attempt 
to read the statement I have, but I would like to say we endorse in 
the Department of Defense all the primary principles of title IIT and 
stand foursquare with the comments made by the Civil Service 
Commission. 

There are two provisions we think should be commented on. Like 
the Civil Service Commission and the Post Office Department, we 
believe that the provision providing for holiday pay should provide 
for double time rather than double time and one-half. 
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There is also one provision where we hold an opinion that is a little 
shade different from that of the Civil Service Commission. It has 
to do with fixing the basic tours of duty, with the basic workweek, 
We think the language of the present section is a little bit too re- 
strictive. In other words, it says the basic workweek will be Monday 
through Friday, except where it will seriously handicap the situation. 

In the military department, where we have brief tours of duty for 
Reserve officers coming in on the weekend, and other unusual tours 
of duty, we think this language would be improved if it said “except 
where it would seriously impede efficient and economical operation.” 
It is not a serious difference, but the present language is somewhat 
more restricted than we believe to be desirable. 

The Cratrman. Are there any questions? If not, we thank you, 
Mr. Willey, and your statement will be made a part of the record. 

(The formal statement of Mr. Willey follows :) 


STATEMENT OF MR. Ropert H. WILLEY, ACTING DIRECTOR OF CIVILIAN PERSONNEL, 
OFFICE OF CIVILIAN PERSONNEL, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 


(All section references in this discussion refer to sections of the Federal Em- 
ployees Pay Act of 1945 as proposed for amendment in section 202 of this S. 2665,) 

S. 2665, 88d Congress, 2d session, a bill to amend the Classification Act of 
1949, as amended, and the Federal Employees Pay Act of 1945, as amended, and 
for other purposes. 

Title Il, Premium Compensation, contains a number of very desirable amend- 
ments and additions to the Federal Employees Pay Act of 1945. These will 
bring Federal pay policies regarding premium compensation for overtime, nignt 
and holiday work more nearly in line with the practices of private industry. 
Under present conditions, it is believed that the increased costs due to tnis 
expansion of fringe benefits will be nominal insofar as the military departments 
are involved. Wherever possible overtime work is being discouraged and night 
shifts are being eliminated. Therefore, the amount of time compensable ar 
premium rates is being reduced. Of course, if the situation should change so 
that night shifts and substantial overtime were required then more significant 
costs would be involved. It is believed that the benefits accruing to the Govern- 
ment form this legislation will include improved morale among employees, more 
equitable pay practices and simplified and improved bases for payment of fringe 
benefits. It is not expected that these benefits will result in a noticeable increase 
in pay for employees in general. 

The Department of Defense is in agreement with and strongly urges enactment 
of this title with but two changes to be discussed later. The provisions relating 
to cempensatory time off in lieu of overtime pay, minimum pay for periods of 
call-back overtime, overtime pay for pericds of travel and the maximum rate at 
which employees may be paid in the aggregate appear generally satisfactory. 
It is not proopsed, therefore, to discuss them individually at greater length. 
There are two provisions of this title, however, which are of sufficient importance 
to the military departments to warrant more extended supporting comment. 

The Department of Defense strongly favors the provisions of section 401 whicn 
provide that employees, such as fire fighters, who must remain at their places 
of employment in a standby status for longer than ordinary periods of duty 
shall receive premium compensation on an annual basis in lieu of an hourly 
basis. We also favor a similar provision which would provide premium com- 
pensation on an annual basis in lieu of an hourly basis for employees such as 
weather observers and lock tenders, whose hours of duty cannot be controlled 
and which require considerable amounts of irregular overtime, night, and holiday 
duty. With regard to fire fighters particularly, the forces employed by the 
wilitary departments are roughly comparable to the fire-fighting forces employed 
in medium and smaller sized municipalities. This legislation will permit the 
military departments to conform to the system of manning fire-fighting equip- 
ment prevalent in comparable cities. This will enable the departments to 
eliminate the present practice of. paying actual overtime for standby duty and 
the recordkeeping and pay-fixing problems attendant thereto. On the other 
hand, it will permit us to pay fire-fighting employees a regular annual salary 
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which will include a premium up to 25 percent as a recognition of the peculiari- 
ties of their employment. Probably these provisions will result in a moderate 
savings to the Government in salary costs because of reduced expenditures for 
overtime and better work scheduling under the two-platoon system. Savings due 
to simplified recordkeeping will be nominal, but we feel that there will be a 
substantial gain in employer-employee relations since working conditions under 
the present complicated system are a constant source of friction. 

It will be noted in connection with this section that there is apparently an error 
on page 16, line 3. The word “day” has been used where the word “duty” should 
appear. 

With regard to section 604, the Department of Defense agrees fully that a bet- 
ter definition of the basic workweek is desirable. The basis for exception to 
the standards set forth in this definition, however, is considered to be too res- 
trictive to meet the needs of the varied and specialized missions of the military 
departments. It is believed that exceptions to normal tours of duty are war- 
ranted not only when failure to make an exception would constitute a serious 
handicap in carrying out assigned functions or would substantially increase 
costs but under circumstances which would otherwise impede the efficient and 
economical execution of an assigned mission. For example, exceptional tours 
of duty should be authorized to provide for weekend training of reserve military 
personnel and to provide for consistent tours of duty for military and civilian 
personnel assigned to an installation operating on an around-the-clock basis. 
This point involves perhaps but a shade of meaning. We are of the opinion, 
however, that as a matter of principle general economy and efficiency shouid be 
recognized as sufficient reason for justifying an exception to the normal basic 
workweek. 

Finally, the Department of Defense is strongly opposed to that portion of sec- 
tion 302 which would increase the present double-time payments for holiday 
work to 214 times the basic rate of compensation. The present doubletime rate 
is fully adequate compensation for the inconvenience of working during such 
hours. When an employee is required to work on a holiday, it would appear that 
there is a sound basis for his being paid doubletime. That is, he is being paid 
for the day off as are employees who do not have to work and he is being paid 
for the work he is performing. Payment of 2% times his regular rate seems 
to us a double premium. Not only is he being paid at full time for the day off 
and at full time for the hours he works, but he is also being paid the half-time 
premium that is usually paid for overtime. However, he is not actually working 
any hours beyond his regular 40-hour tour of duty. This seems to us not only 
costly but unnecessary. No objection is perceived, however, to that part of this 
section which would provide at least 2 hours premium compensation for em- 
ployees called to work on a holiday nor that such holiday premium shall be in 
addition to the night differential awarded for such work. 


The CuatrmMan. The next witness is Rear Adm. George A. Holder- 
ness, Jr., Chief of the Office of Industrial Relations, Department of 
the Navy. 

Admiral, we are very happy to have you here. We regret the time 
situation with which we are confronted. 

Admiral Hotprerness. I understand, Mr. Chairman. 


STATEMENT OF REAR ADM. GEORGE A. HOLDERNESS, JR., UNITED 
STATES NAVY, CHIEF OF OFFICE OF INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 


Admiral Hotperness. I will not read my statement, but will express 
in two instances the slight differences or modifications we suggest 
in title ITT. 

On line 12, page 18, we think the words should be inserted “after 
consultation with the departments,” because the inclusion of this lan- 
guage will assure that the departments will have an opportunity to 


participate in developing the program that may be developed under 
title III. 
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On line 17, page 18, we would like to insert after the words “execu- 
tive department,” the words “military department,” to assure that 
there will be no statutory limitations placed upon the authority of the 
heads of the military departments to pay cash awards and to admin- 
ister incentive award programs. 

Now, other than those two points, we thoroughly endorse both title 
III and title V, which is the repeal of the Whitten amendment. The 
latter we think is one of the most important parts of S. 2665. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The CuatRMAN. Admiral, we appreciate your statement very much, 
and it will be made a part of the record. If there are no questions, we 
thank you very much. 


(The formal statement of Admiral Holderness follows :) 


STATEMENT ON TITLES III AND V oF S. 2665, 83p ConcrEss 


I am Rear Adm. George A. Holderness, Jr., USN, Chief of Industrial Relations, 
Depattment of the Navy. I have been designated to represent the Department 
of the Navy and the Department of Defense at today’s hearing on titles III 
and V of 8S. 2665. 


TITLE It 


The purpose of Title III, Government Employees’ Incentive Awards, of S. 2665 
is to establish an equitable and uniform incentive award plan for all Government 
employees by repealing all or parts of the existing seven unrelated laws which 
tend to restrict and confuse agency incentive plans, to create serious problems 
in administration and to discriminate against certain employees. The princi- 
pal difficulty is that there presently are too many complex and conflicting legis- 
lative provisions with some applicable only to employees subject to the Classi- 
fication Act but not to wage board (blue collar) employees, others have different 
limitations on the amounts of awards which may be made and have irrational 
and inadequate award scales. Although these inadequacies and inconsistencies 
stemming from present legislation are, in our opinion, very well set forth in 
Senate Report No. 2101, 82d Congress, a few of the notable ones to an operat- 
ing agency are as follows: 

(1) Under section 14 of Public Law 600, any employee can be rewarded 
for an adopted improvement idea which is outside the normal requirements 
of his position but he may not be rewarded for improvement ideas pertain- 
ing to his own job. 

(2) Under section 1002 of the Classification Act of 1949, classified 
(white collar) employees may be awarded for demonstrable dollar econ- 
omy achievement in their own area of job responsibility but wage board 
(blue collar) employees may not be so rewarded. 

(3) Under section 702 of the Classification Act of 1949, classified (white 
collar) employees may receive in-grade salary increases for superior work 
performance but wage board (blue collar) employees may not be so re- 
warded. The effect of sections 702 and 1002 of the Classification Act of 
1949 is to eliminate from superior-job-performance award consideration 
approximately 57 percent of the employees in the Department of Defense. 

(4) Under present legislation, it is frequently impossible to give equal 
awards to employees for identical achievements since the amount of the 
award is often governed by the employee's classification and pay grade. 

(5) There have been numerous instances where employee improvement 
ideas or methods have had equal or greater application across agency lines 
and yet the responsible employee cannot be rewarded for the additional 
savings since present legislation limits awards to savings achieved only 
in the employee’s own agency. 

In spite of these legislative difficulties, the employees in the Department of 
Defense by their improvement ideas and achievements made available a con- 
servatively estimated $45 million for additional defense during fiseal year 1953; 
this was accomplished at an award cost of approximately $144 million. 

The Department of Defense is of the opinion that due to the size and com- 
plexity of the Federal Government, the President, Cabinet members, and 
management staffs cannot by themselves assure the most effective and efficient 
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performance of the Government’s many functions. Effective management im- 
provement efforts are dependent upon the cooperation and teamwork of every 
employee. All employees must be encouraged to find better Ways of performing 
their own assignments more efficiently and to reduce costs wherever possible. The 
€limination of the inequities pointed out above through the enactment of S. 
2665 would enable Government agencies to develop a more realistic employee 
incentive program with a consequent further improvement in the efficiency and 
economy of operations. 

The Department of Defense regards Title III, Government Employees’ In- 
centive AWards, as highly desirable and necessary legislation which would fully 
correct existing inadequacies. We strongly urge its enactment but wish to sug- 
gest the following modifications : 

(1) On line 12, page 18, insert after the word “issued” the phrase “after 
consultation with the departments.” Inclusion of this language will assure 
that the departments will have an opportunity to participate in the develop- 
ment of the regulations which will govern the operation of incentive awards 
programs, 

(2) On line 17, page 18, insert after the words “executive department,” 
the words “military department” to assure that there will be no statutory 
limitations placed upon the authority of the heads of military departments 
to pay cash awards and develop and administer incentive award programs. 


TITLE V 


The purpose of this title of S. 2665 is to repeal section 1310 of the Supplemental 
Appropriation Act, 1952, as amended, frequently referred to as the Whitten 
amendment. The major objectives of the Whitten amendment were: 

(1) To prohibit the permanent expansion of the Federal civilian service 
during the Korean emergency. 

2) To prevent excessively rapid promotions during the Korean emergency. 

(3) To facilitate transfer from nondefense to defense activities. 

(4) To encourage retention of employees in defense activities. 

(5) To require as a condition of appointments, transfers, reinstatements, 
and promotions that employees be notified that the grade of their position 
is subject to review and correction. 

(6) To require an annual review of all positions established after 
September 1, 1950, with a view to providing continuing classification review, 
and the elimination of unnecessary positions. 

It is our belief that the need for legislation in connection with the first four 
objectives has ceased to exist since we are no longer expanding. Rather, we 
are reducing. 

In connection with the last two objectives, the Whitten amendment is not 
needed since the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, requires that positions 
be allocated properly by each Department subject to review by the Civil Service 
Commission. We consider that an annual classification review of positions is 
essential to fulfilling our obligations under the Classification Act. 

The Department of Defense has not been able to develop a program to imple- 
ment that section of the law which provides for permanent promotions not to 
exceed the number in each grade on September 1, 1950. Smaller agencies which 
have not experienced the same degree of expansion have found this possible. 
The Department of Defense has made exhaustive studies of this problem. Our 
findings are as follows: 

(a) It is estimated that not more than 25 percent of those employees eligible 
for permanent promotion could be given such promotions. 

(b) It would be necessary to establish and maintain a complex worldwide 
quota control system with frequent recurring reports of changes to ensure com- 
pliance with the law. The problem is affected also by the changes in mission 
of activities and the reactivation and inactivation of others. 

(c) Assuming that adequate quota controls could be developed, the small 
number of permanent promotions which could be made would require arbitrary 
determinations dependent entirely upon the availability of ceiling. It is in- 
evitable that employees with relatively short periods of service might be perma- 
nently promoted while employees of long service could not be promoted solely 
because ceiling was, or was not, available in a given grade to that activity. 

(d) A careful estimate of the possible cost of operating a permanent promo- 
tion plan under the existing law based upon consideration of initial and 
continuing reports, maintenance of records, assignment and revision of quotas 
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and periodical review of quota allowances indicates that the cost to the Air 
Force alone would be over $134,000. Secause of the larger size of the other 
two military departments, it is estimated that the cost of attempting to make 
permanent promotions in the Department of Defense would be at least $500,000 
for 1 year. 

The Department of Defense considers the enactment of title V, of S. 2665 to 
be one of the most important features of the bill. We strongly favor enactment 
at this time and feel that repeal of the Whitten amendment is appropriate for 
the above reasons. 


The CuatrmMan. We want to thank the representatives of the Civil 
Service Commission, the Post Office Department, and the Defense 
Department, and we appreciate your fine cooperation. We thank you 
kindly. 

The committee will adjourn until 10 o'clock tomorrow morning. 

(Whereupon, at 12:25 p. m., the committee recessed, to reconvene 
at 10 a.m., Friday, February 26, 1954.) 
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FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 26, 1954 


Untrep Srates SENATE, 
ComMMITTEE ON Post Orricre AND CIVIL SERVICE, 
Washington , D.C. 

The committee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a. m., in room 135, Sen- 
ate Office Building, Senator Frank Car lson, chairman, presiding. 

Present : Senator Carlson. 

The Cuairman. The committee will please come to order. 

We will resume consideration of S. 2665, a bill “to amend the Classi- 
fication Act of 1949, as amended, and the Federal Employees Pay Act 
of 1945, as amended, and for other purposes.” 

Our first witness is Thomas G. Walters, operations director of the 
Government Employees’ Council. Mr. Walters, we are glad to have 
you with us this morning. We are always glad to have you come be- 
fore this committee. 


STATEMENT OF THOMAS G. WALTERS, OPERATIONS DIRECTOR, 
GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES’ COUNCIL 


Mr. Waurers. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have a prepared 
statement, but before I discuss the highlights of that statement, 
I would like to make a few remarks not contained in the state- 
ment. 

The Cuatrman. Your full statement, of course, will be included in 
the record, and anything else you want to put in. 

Mr. Watters. Mr. Chairman, before referring to my prepared 
statement, I would like very much to extend to Chairman Philip 
Young our appreciation for the straightforward presentation that 
he made before this committee on Thursday, February 25, relative to 
S. 2665. 

Most of the recommendations outlined by Chairman Young, we are 
for, and have supported vigorously for years. Some of his recom- 
mendations and conclusions we do not agree with, as he approached 
them. I refer especially to uniform allowance and other items. 

We feel very keenly that the Federal Government should furnish 
uniforms to those required by law or legislation to wear them, or to 
eliminate the laws and regulations to permit these employees to wear 
regular clothing. 

"AS we rec all, ~ Chairman Young stated that the vast majority of the 
resignations were from employees from grade 1 through grade 5. 
That, to my mind, certainly contradicts and nullfies the Commission’s 
argument for the low -OT' ade employee not receiving a salary increase, 

Now, from the Commission’s own figures, approximately 65 percent 
of all employees under United States Civil Service classific: ation, and 
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under the recommendations as submitted by Chairman Young, this 
65 percent of the total would receive from nothing to less than $4 per 
week. And 75 percent of the total employees under the Classification 
Act would receive nothing to less than $5 per week. 

Here is the thing that stands out to my mind as a sore thumb: 176,- 
522 of the employees now under the Classification Act would receive 
absolutely no sal: ary whatsoever under the recommendations as sub- 
mitted by the Civil Service Commission. 

The CuarrMan. You mean no salary increase ? 

Mr. Watters. Nosalary increase; yes, sir. Thank you. 

That is so farfetched, I can hardly conceive of the Commission be- 
lieving that they would gain any support from the Federal employee 
organizations on that part of the recommendations. 

The Cuairman. Mr. Walters, before we get into your other state- 
ment, or any other statement you want to m: ake, if it develops that this 
committee should decide to attach this proposal on pay increases to the 
bill I have introduced, Senate bill S. 2665, there will be additional 
hearings, because I did not know this was coming up. 

Mr. Waurers. This is not in my notes, but I would like to make this 
comment: I certainly agree with your approach to Senate bill 2665, 
that it might be well not to add too many amendments to that bill and 
get it loaded too heavily, but just go ahead with Senate bill 2665 as it 
is and then take up the salary under another heading or another date. 

You are more familiar with legislative procedure in Congress than 
I am, but it has been my observation that if you get the kitchen sink 
and everything else in the bill you are liable to get it all discarded 
before it gets through the Congress. 

The Carman. Mr. Walters, I am rather happy about Senate bill 
2665, and, in fact, I am rather proud of what I think it will do for the 
Federal employees. I want to be sure we secure approval, and any 
action on other amendments will be taken up in consultation with other 
members, and with the vote of the full committee. 

So, we have not discussed that as yet. 

Mr. Waurers. From statements made by the Bureau of Labor Sta- 
tistics officials before the House Civil Service Committee in the past 
few days, it was indicated that in 1939 the pay level for Federal and 
postal employees was much higher than the so-called similar job out- 
side the Federal Government. 

Today, according to the BLS figures, the average salary of these 
two groups of emp'oyees is more nearly together, which again proves 
conclusively that the employees outside of the Government have ad- 
vanced much more than the employees of our own Government. 

The Government Employees’ Council is very much opposed to the 
changing of the rule of three to the rule of five, as recommended by 
Chairman Young on the 25th. In most instances, it would strengthen 
the civil-service merit system, in my personal opinion, if the rule of 
three was changed to the : appointment of number one on the eligible 
register. We know from past experience that if the appointing , offi- 
cer permitted five for consideration, his chances are greatly improved 
to pick employees from a family, a neighbor, or other provisions not 
to the best interests of the merit system. 

After talking with Mr. Kaplan of the so-called Kaplan committee, 
and the staff members, we would like to be placed on record as not 
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favoring their proposed recommendations as we understand them to 
be at the moment. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, in order to fully cooperate with you, in get- 
ting through your heavy agenda 

The CHamMan. May I interrupt? You say you favor reducing 
the three on the eligible list to one? 

Mr. Waxrers. That is my personal opinion. That has not been 
approved by the council, but the council is opposed to going to five. 

The Cuairman. If we did that in the Congress, would that not mean 
that no one but a veteran would ever receive an appointment ? 

Mr. Waurers. It could very well be so; yes, sir; because you would 
have enough in the pool to do a lot of other things. We think it is 
much better to go to three than five. 

I have always belonged to the school of thought, myself, that if we 
are going to have a merit system and set up an examination and qualify 
aman for that job, the fellow in the top spot ought to get it. If he is 
not worthy of it, he should not be put in the top spot. That is my 
personal opinion. Other a differ with me on that. 

Now, just a word or two on 8S. 2665: Several of our member unions 
of the council have stressed different portions of that bill that would 
be particularly applicable to their employees. 

I would like to call your attention to one or two of the broader 
aspects of the bill. One thing we are especially happy to see in the 
bill is the transfer of these custodial employees to wage board cov- 
erage, and of course we also are very strong for uniform allowance, 
and cracking the low ceiling for overtime purposes, and the workweek, 
as outlined in S. 2665, is certainly an approach in the right direction. 
We are very strong for the elimination of the Whitten rider, because 
we believe it has cost a lot of money, rather than helping to save money. 

In principle, and in fact almost 100 percent—with just one or two 
minor suggestions of some of the member unions—I would like to place 
the Government Employees’ Council 100 percent behind and in sup- 
port of S. 2665, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Walters, we appreciate very much your state- 
ment on that. Your entire statement, of course, will be made a part 
of the record. 

As I stated before, if there are other amendments that are not pres- 
ently before this committee, you will be invited to testify. 

Mr. Watters. Thank you. 

(The formal statement of Mr. Walters follows:) 





STATEMENT OF THOMAS G. WALTERS, OPERATIONS DIRECTOR, GOVERNMENT EM- 
PLOYEES CoUNCIL, A. F. or L., on S. 2665 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, by way of introduction, my 
name is Thomas G. Walters, operation director of the Government Employees’ 
Council of the American Federation of Labor, 100 Indiana Avenue NW., Wash- 
ington 1, D. C., phone EXecutive 3—2820 and 3-2821. 

The Government Employees’ Council of the American Federation of Labor 
is made up of 23 national and international unions whose membership, in whole 
or in part, are civil-service employees. The total Federal employee membership 
of the Government Employees’ Council is more than 500,000 members. 

Mr. Chairman, on behalf of the Government Employees’ Council, A. F. of L., 
I desire to express our thanks and appreciation for your having introduced 
S. 2665, and also our thanks to you and the members of the committee for 
scheduling and holding hearings on this much-needed legislation. 
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The legislative committee of the Government Employees’ Council after making 


if 
a most comprehensive study of S. 2665 recommended to the Government Em- 


ployees’ Council, and the recommendations were adopted at the February meeting 
of the council, that the Government Employees’ Council endorse the intent of 
S. 2665. and trust that this legislation will be enacted into law, because we 
know that many of the items embodied in S. 2665 are fringe benefits that we of 
the A. F. of L. and the Government Employees’ Council have long urged Congress 
to enact into law. We do not look upon 8. 2665 as a salary bill, but will insist 
that Congress grant all Federal and postal employees at least an $800 salary 
bill in addition to the items outlined in S. 2665. 

Several witnesses from our group will make special references to certain items 
of S. 2665 that would especially benefit their respective groups, but we as a 
council are huppy to endorse the intent of this legislation, and desire to especially 
emphasize a few of the inequities that this bill seeks to eliminate or improve. 
I especially desire to refer to raising the present overtime provisions from the 
present low standard of $2,980 to include grade 9, which at the present time 
provides for a salary of $5,810. We have long advocated that any employee that 
was required to wear a uniform, either by legislation or by regulations, the 
Federal Government should provide these uniforms. We also favor the prin- 
ciple of an employee being paid for at least 2 hours work for any unscheduled 
overtime, or when he is required to return to his place of employment, and 
likewise appreve of the general approach to the basic workweek as outlined 
in S. 2665. We have long advocated the elimination of the so-called Whitten 
rider. We believe that this rider has cost the taxpayers millions of dollars. 

For many years, Mr. Chairman, we have recommended to the Congress and 
the Civil Service Commission that employees in the crafts, protective and cus- 
todial CPC schedule should be transferred and placed under wage boards, in 
keeping with the policy that has for many years existed in the Federal Govern- 
ment. We likewise endorse the approach to paying wage differential to fire 
fighters and other similar groups. We also endorse the longevity provisions 
for employees in the higher salary grades, and to increase the number of 
executive positions in the Government. We are not prepared to say that the 
number should be 700, but we do believe that it should exceed the present number 
of 400. 

Recently Mrs. St. George, Congresswoman from the great State of New York, 
in an address presented to the American Federation of Government Employees 
sponsored civi!-service anniversary party the following statement: 

“It is my belief that every Member of Congress is in favor of a wage adjust- 
ment. Their thinking varies, however, in the amount and the method of appli- 
eation. Statistical figures furnished by the Department of Labor indicate that 
the average base salary under the Classification Act is today 22.8 percent behind 
the cost of living index. The salaries of post-office employees and others are 
also far behind.” 

Recently the executive council of the American Federation of Labor issued 
a statement urging Congress to enact legislation that would grant all postal 
and Federal employees a salary increase, and I would like to quote one paragraph 
from their press release. 

“The loadstone in a strong civil-service system is a saving wage not merely a 
wage which keeps the employees on a marginal basis year in and year out. Unless 
and until the administration gets squarely behind specific legislation to increase 
all Federal salaries any statement about strengthening the civil-service system 
is nothing more than another meaningless promise.” 

Mr. Chairman, from time to time we hear people, and sometimes Members 
of Congress advocate the theory that Federal and postal employees salaries 
should be based on normal conditions that existed in the past. I have always 
subscribed to the theory that in a great country like ours that nothing is normal, 
what we look upon as normal today could be and has been on many occasions 
outmoded within a very few months. When we attempt to base our salaries on 
conditions that existed in 1939 we lose sight of the fact that we have constantly 
changed our way of living in these United States, from 1939 up to 1954. To 
strengthen my argument I would like to quote some excerpts from an article 
that appeared in February 14, 1954, Sunday Star, on the page opposite the 
editorial page, entitled “Back to Normalcy Drives Can’t Go Back Far in Our 
Changing World.” 

“Can we conclude that 1947-49 was normal, or 1939? To do either would be 
misleading, for what is normal one year may cease to be so the next year.” 
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“A DEFINITION 


“About the best way to describe ‘normal’ when we are thinking about living 
or business conditions in our ever-changing world is today that normal is the 
average of the recent past. Something new come along, you get used to it and 
that becomes normal. That is one reason why statisticians who compile index 
numbers change the base period from time to time. It doesn’t really mean very 
much to the worker, the farmer, or the teacher to report that, according to ofli- 
cial statistics, his or her standard of living is 218 percent better than that of 
grandfather, back in the days of normalcy. The worker and the voter wants to 
know : ‘How am I doing?’ 

“When we say a thing is ‘normal’ we mean it is something that we are accus- 
tomed to; yet we don’t have to be very old to realize that we are getting accus- 
tomed to new things right along, and disaccustomed to old ones. The ladies will 
remember that, before nylon became plentiful, rayon was the thing; and before 
the war it was silk. Not too many will wish to confess that cotton stockings were 
once quite normal within living memory. 

“Clothing styles lead us quickest into new normals and out of old ones, as we 
can see quite readily by looking over the pictures in old magazines and books. 

“Styles, of course, are not confined to clothing. The model-T was once the 
normal American car, before the horse and buggy had ceased to be a common 
means of travel. 

“Transportation of all sorts used to take 8 percent of the city wage and clerical 
worker's dollar in the mid-1930'’s. Today it takes half again as much. 

“What will be normal tomorrow, next year, 10 years from now? Will atomic 
energy relegate present sources of light and power to the limbo of the gaslight 
era? Will “formed in placed” plastics and fiberglass replace metal airplane 
and automobile bodies? Will printed circuits for “unitized” electronic com- 
ponents become normal and make present wiring outmoded. 


“WATCH PATENT OFFICE 


“The key to tomorrow’s normal lines in the Patent Office. There every day 
the mailman delivers the secrets of the future. It is there we must look for the 
future normal uses of the atom in medicine, in food processing, in controls, in 
chemical synthesis. From the inventions filed in that Office will spring whole 
new industries yet undreamed of, to take their place in our normal lives or those 
of our children. 

That the TV set of today will before long find its way to the scrap heap is not 
difficult to foresee. What is harder to grasp is that the automobile of the future 
will make even the most modern car of 1954 as old-fashioned as the hand signals 
by which the cops directed Fifth Avenue traffic in New York in 1920.” 

Mr. Chairman a picture along with this article illustrates several homes all 
with TV antennas, with this caption, “Ten years ago the house without the tele- 
vision antenna was “normal.’” 

Last week the Bureau of Labor Statistics officials while testifying before the 
House Post Office and Civil Service Committee stated that production workers in 
private industry salaries had advanced about 25 cents an hour since the postal 
and Federal employees received their last salary increase in 1951. With the 
Federal Governments own figures and statement this clearly proves that our posi- 
tion is sound in recommending an $800 increase for all Federal and Postal em- 
ployees. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee I would like to call to your at- 
tention that the BLS figures include the purchase of such items as whiskey and 
beer in computing the cost of living, but does not include donations for churches, 
religious institutions or benevolent or charitable organizations. This to my 
way of thinking makes the BLS figures most inaccurate. 

Mr. Chairman and members of this committee we respectfully urge that S. 
2665 be approved by the Congress and that at an early date hearings will be 
set by this committee for the purpose of increasing the take home pay for all 
employees in the field service of the Post Office Department and all employees 
under the Classification Act. 

Again thanking you for your interest and for the interest of this committee in 
the welfare of postal and Federal employees, and thanking you for the oppor- 
tunity of appearing in support of S. 2265. 


The CuarrmMan. Our next witness is Mr. Luther C. Steward, presi- 
dent of the National Federation of Federal Employees. Mr. Steward, 
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we are happy to have you here this morning, and I would like to state 
we always appreciate your coming up and giving us your views on 
this and other legislation. 

Mr. Srewarp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


~ TATEMENT OF LUTHER C. STEWARD, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL 
FEDERATION OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEES 


Mr. Srewarp. At the outset, I would like to commend the action of 
Senator Carlson, chairman of this committee, in gathering together 
the very substantial number of items affecting the working conditions 
of civilian Federal employees, which under existing law impede opera- 
tion and impair the efficiency of operation and are very vexatious to 
the employees themselves. 

The chairman of this committee has gathered into this one bill 
large number of these inequities, so that the purpose of S. 2665 is to 
correct them, not only in the por a of more orderly operation but 
to get a good many burs out of the blankets, so that Federal em- 
ployvees in their work may not be constantly harassed by the imposi- 
tion of conditions which have grown up in one way or another, but 
which are neither fair nor equitable with regard to them. 

I shall not refer to all of the proposals in S. 2665, but will state 
in — that we approve all of them as appearing in the text of 
the bill, that they represent matters on which our organization has 
taken action over the years in ap proving them. 

I wish to call particular attention to the fact that the abolition 
of the crafts, protective and custodial schedule of the Classification 
Act, and the transfer of a major portion of the positions now found 
in thet schedule, to the wage-board group, represents not only a proper 
step, but will relieve departments that have within their personnel 
large numbers of employees now in the crafts, protective and custodial 
schedule, of a problem which they found difficult, to the point of 
impossibility, in the light of decisions by the Comptroller General, 
to integrate or adjust on a fair basis. 

That transfer will not only do justice to the employees ; iffected, 
but w o make it possible, fairly, to administer the new law in respect 
to that group. Such things as clarification of the janguage involv- 
ing overtime work, the workweek, the status of employees who are 
ordered to travel away from their official station—all of those things 
are very necessary operating or housekeeping rules. 

The recognition of large groups—of which the fire fighters are a 
notable instance—of employees who are required to remain at their 
place of duty in a standby status for long hours, is approached, we 
feel, in an intelligent way, with the provision for an overall allow- 
ance of additional compensation to cover the time spent in that 
standby status. 

The provisions for those employees, of which FBI operatives are 
a notable example, who, of necessity, must perform a great deal of 
unscheduled overtime which cannot be mapped out in advance and 
cannot be compensated for as ordinary overtime, is, we feel, a very 

salutary provision, and will give some recognition for the long and 
hitherto uncompensated service of employees i in such ¢ ategories. 

The provision which will raise the overtime ceiling—in other words, 
the point to which true time and one-half will be paid for over- 
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time—is a very welcome and very fair provision, lifting, as it will, 
the maximum upon which full time and one-half will be paid to the 
top rate in grade 9 under the compensation schedules of the Classi- 
fication Act. 

The proposal to coordinate the incentive-awards program we feel 
has a great deal of merit, not only from the standpoint of the em- 
ployee, but in the interest of the Government, as an employer, to grant 
adequate recognition which will have the effect of stimulating those 
who have constructive suggestions to offer, who will have inventions to 
submit, and result in very substantial savings to the Government, not 
only in their own agency but on a governmentwide basis. 

The subject of the repeal of the Whitten rider has already been 
discussed by witnesses appearing before this committee. If there 
existed any reason for enactment of this legislation, that time has 
passed, and the restriction which has been necessarily imposed under 
that rider, upon administrative action, not only with respect to ap- 
pointments but in promotions and reinsti itements, should be removed, 
to make administration of personnel simpler and more practical and 
also to relieve employees of an uncertainty under which they now rest 
in respect to career employees receiving promotions which put them 
in the temporary indefinite class and renders their future tenure 
very uncertain. 

im view of the very general approval of all of the provisions in 

2665, there seems to be only two minor objections raised by key wit- 
nesses. As to the uniform allowance, the only objection that T under- 
stand has been offered to that is merely the matter of costs. We feel 
that in a situation where employees in various departments and agen- 
cies either by law or departmental or agency order, are required to 
provide themselves with uniforms while on duty, and for which, by 
special legislation, some of those uniformed groups are now pro- 
vided with a uniform allowance or with uniforms without personal 
expense to them, that there is no reason why that discrimination 
should continue to exist, and that the only determining factor should 
be whether or not any category of employees are required by nature 
of their duties to be niderraed while on duty, and, if so, a uniform 
allowance—and we feel that $100 per annum is reasonable but not 
excessive—would amply cover that situation. 

The other objection offered by some was as to the provision con- 
tained in S. 2665, which would authorize the payment to employees 

required to work on holidays, of time and one-half in addition to 
their basic pay for that day. We feel that that is reasonable, that 
it is in accordance with accepted practice very generally in private 
industry, and that the true reason for overtime should be examined, 
which is not a design to increase the earnings of employees but to 
limit insofar as is possible the use of overtime beyond the customary 
working period, by placing a punitive rate on employees who are 
required by competent authority to work in excess of the normal 
workweek. 

Therefore, we feel that the rate, as found in the language of S. 2665, 
is fair, is readily comparable with accepted practices in all levels of 
Government and in outside business and industry, and should remain. 

I am confining my remarks this morning, Mr. Chairman, to S. 2665, 
with the understanding that should other matters, especially those 
brought up by Mr. Philip Young, Chairman of the United States 
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Civil Service Commission, covering a broader field—that when those 
matters come up, either as proposed amendments to S. 2665 or as 
separate legislative proposals, that we may have the opportunity of 
discussing them in detail and at such length as the circumstances 
may require. 

The CuarrmMan. Mr. Steward, I can give you that assurance, that 
you will be given an opportunity. If the suggested proposals are to 
be handled in this bill or in separate bills, you will be given an oppor- 
tunity to be heard. 

I want to state for the record this statement which has been made 
earlier: This bill was prepared after consulting and visiting with 
representatives of many organizations for Federal personnel, includ- 
ing Mr. Steward and many, many others, and I am pleased that we 
were able to get so many good things into it. And more than that, 
I am pleased that the administration and the Civil Service Com- 
mission have so generally endorsed it. I am indebted to you and 
many others for that help. 

Mr. StewArp. We are attempting to follow the thought which I am 
sure motivated you in the introduction of this bill, which did not 
propose to correct everything in the Federal service, so that other mat- 
ters may be taken up at the appropriate time. 

The CuarrMan. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Srewarp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for giving me the oppor- 
tunity to be heard. 

The Cuatrman. Thank you very much, Mr. Steward, for your very 
fine statement. 

Our next witness is Mr. Alfred F. Beiter, president of the National 
Customs Association. 

Mr. Beiter, we are happy to have you here. I might say it was my 
privilege to serve in the House with you for several years. 


STATEMENT OF ALFRED F. BEITER, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL 
CUSTOMS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Berrer. That is correct. It was a pleasure to serve with the 
honorable chairman of this committee. I have always considered him 
to be fair and one of the ablest Members of the House. 

I also served with our mutual friend, Senator Mike Monroney, of 
Oklahoma, who is also a member of this committee. 

Mr. Chairman, and members of the Senate Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service, my name is Alfred F. Beiter, national president of 
the National Customs Service Association, and I appear here today as 
the spokesman for some 7,000 United States Custom employees. 

I want to make clear, at the start, that we are in favor of S. 2665, 
the bill you are now considering. We would like to discuss certain 
provisions of the bill and suggest minor changes, but first I want to 
express my appreciation for these hearings and the opportunity af- 
forded us to express our views on this legislation. 

We are especially grateful to Senator Carlson for inviting us to 
attend a special meeting of employee union leaders to discuss the pro- 
posals he has included in this bill. 

With your permission, we will discuss the bill by sections and at- 
tempt to give our views on the so-called fringe benefits provided 
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therein. Those sections on which we offer no comment are acceptable 
as written. 

Customs is a highly specialized business. It is both a revenue-pro- 
ducing service and enforcement organization of the Government. The 
volume of workload performed by customs is largely outside adminis- 
trative control and a very considerable part of its work requires im- 
mediate handling. 

For instance, persons arriving at seaports, border ports and airports 
look for immediate customs clearance, regardless of the time of ar- 
rival. Customs employees, therefore, are called upon to work around 
the clock, and their tours of duty are often irregular, and unscheduled. 
Their problems, therefore, are somewhat different than those of other 
Government employees. 

With respect to Title I, Amendments to the Classification Act of 
1949, as amended, we would suggest a small change in section 103 
with reference to transfer of CPC grades not excluded by section 
102 (a) to the equivalent GS grades. 

All customs CPC employees in the messenger and laborer ranks are 
in CPC-8. The swingover to GS grades shown on page 7 of the bill 
would put CPC-1, CPC-2, and CPC-3 employees into GS-1. This 
is most unfair to CPC—3 employees. 

For instance, the CPC-1 employee gains by being placed in GS-1 
by $810 at the top of the grade. There are only 64 such positions in 
the CPC schedule now in the entire Government service. ‘The CPC-2 
employee gains by being placed in GS-1 by $140, at the top of the 
grade. 

There are 25,110 such employees in the CPC schedule now. The 
CPC-3 employee, by being placed in GS-1, loses $52, at the top of 
the grade. There are 22,945 such employees in the CPC schedule now. 
These employees would be losing over one-half of their longevity 
increases, maybe not immediately, but that would be the end result 
of being placed in GS-1. We would suggest an amendment to trans- 
fer CPC-3 employees to GS-2. 

It must be recognized that it is increasingly difficult to recruit and 
hold good personnel at the present entrance and subsequent salaries 
in the CPC grades. At one of the ports on the west coast, customs 
cannot even obtain men to fill laborer vacancies at the present pay. 

We would also call attention to our fort patrol officers, now CPC-7, 
who would be transferred to GS-5 under this section, resulting in a 
slight downgarding of positions. It is folly to expect that customs 
can obtain high-type personnel at the entrance grade of GS-5 for 
law-enforcement work. 

Most persons so qualified are able to start at a higher rate in munici- 
pal and other law-enforcement groups. We would suggest a transfer 
from CPC-7 to GS-6 for port patrol officers and a transfer for port 
patrol sergeants from CPC-8 to GS-7. If the changeover will not 
stand alteration, the positions mentioned should have a position re- 
classification. Customs port patrol employees perform very impor- 
tant duties and existing grades of these positions are below those to 
which they are entitled by virtue of these duties. 

For example, a few days ago two customs port patrolmen in Jersey 
City, by skillful detection work, apprehended a ship’s steward and 
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seized $550,000 in heroin. Public announcement of the seizure and 
the arrest of the steward was made by the United States attorney in 
Jersey City, and no mention was made in any of the newspaper 
stories that the customs port patrol officers actually had uncovered 
the huge dope-smuggling scheme. Their work usually goes unsung. 
These men are engaged in combatting smuggling, and we feel that 
a GS-5 grade is not nearly high enough for them. Many stenog- 
raphers and clerks have higher ratings. 

We might add at this point that we have been trying to get the 
Civil Service Commission and the Customs Bureau to rewrite the 
standards for the customs enforcement series and both agree that they 
should be rewritten, but because of technical disagreement between 
the two agencies, the port patrol officers are still without their new 
standards. 

Fact-finding studies were conducted in 1950 as a preliminary to 
writing new standards. Four years is a long time to wait, and if the 
CPC schedule is abolished, as proposed by the pending bill. we feel 
it is only just to give the port patrol officers the higher grade in the 
general schedule which the Civil Service Commission has admitted 
is due them. 

Under title II, premium compensation, we would suggest the fol- 
lowing changes: 

That section 202 (c) be amended to include a provision prohibiting 
administrative coercion. This has reference to the right of election 
by the employee of pay or time off in lieu thereof. The employee 
should have some guarantees here. Also equal time—1 hour off for 
1 hours of overtime—does not seem to be adequate. 

With reference to section 202 (d), “call-back overtime,” this is not 
really “call-back,” but only a guarantee. Two hours of added “call- 
back” time to the hours actually put in, would be a far more just and 
equitable solution. 

With respect to section 202 (e), we feel the rate of premium compen- 
sation for night work should be at least 15 percent, rather than the 10 
percent provided in the bill. When the hours of the night are changed, 
there should be at least a 12-hour period designated as covering the 
night. 

Concerning section 202 (f), we would suggest that any officer or em- 
ployee who is required to perform any work on such a holiday or Sun- 
day shall receive a minimum of 4 hours’ compensation. 

Section 202 (g), subsection (a), would authorize department or 
agency heads, et cetera, to provide standby status compensation, in 
lieu of other premium compensation proposed by the bill, on an annual 
basis, determined as an appropriate percentage—not exceeding 25 
percent—of the basic compensation rate not exceeding the maximum 
for grade GS-9. We believe this should be in addition to any regu- 
larly scheduled overtime duty. In Customs this applies in particu- 
lar to one-man ports. 

Section 202 (g), subsection (b). On page 16, line 8, we would sug- 
gest that the percentage be changed to read not in excess of 25 percent. 

Section 202 (1). This section is suggestive and is not mandatory. 
The provisions should be mandatory, or they have no value. 

In respect to Title II, Government Employees Incentive Awards, we 
agree that awards should be given weight in promotions. Some con- 
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sideration should be given to the granting of scholarships to those 
who win awards under certain circumstances, and where the Govern- 
ment will gain from the training of the employee. 

Title IV, providing for the payment of not to exceed $100 per annum 
to defray the expenses of acquisition and upkeep of uniforms of those 
employees required to wear them in performance of their duty, is most 
welcome to customs employees. Our association has long advocated 
such a law, and we endorse this provision without reservation. 

We are very much in favor of the provision for repeal of the Whit- 
ten amendment. While we have always been in accord with what we 
regard as the underlying philosophy of the Whitten amendment, that 
is, that promotions in the Federal service represent genuine changes 
of duties accompanying increased duties and responsibilities fairly 
commensurate with the new grade, and that promotions be made only 
to fill genuine needs and not to preserve existing personnel staffs or 
provide a basis for forced building up of personnel empires, it is our 
belief that, as it has been interpreted, the amendment seriously en- 
dangers the seniority and retention rights of hundreds of permanent 
career employees. 

Representative Whitten, who sponsored the amendment, disagrees 
with the way the Civil Service Commission has interpreted it, holding 
that Congress did not intend that regrading of positions should be 
held to be promotions. The longer the Whitten amendment stands, the 
more employees will come under it by reason of promotion or reallo- 
cation, such as our customs inspectors. 

Most of our inspectors are now indefinite by reason of grade realloca- 
tion. That throws the whole 2,000 inspectors in the same retention 
register and whether they are veterans or nonveterans adds to the 
problem. ‘There is no protection, for example, for a nonveteran in- 
spector who has been in service for 30 years and has been reallocated to 
GS-9 as an indefinite promotion. The veteran inspector, with but 8 
years in customs, is also reallocated to GS-9, and he is thus on a higher 
retention register than the 30-year man. 

I believe we can conservatively say that about 40 percent of the 
customs employees are now either indefinite or temporary by reason 
of promotion or grade reallocations and some few by reason of initial 
appointment. 

We would suggest one other amendment to provide that the United 
States shall pay the premiums on the bonds of such Government offi- 
cers and employees as are required by law or departmental regulation 
to be bonded. The recommendation is in line with the modern trend 
with respect to bonding, as reflected by the fact that private organiza- 
tions, and State and local governments, almost universally absorb the 
cost of bonds for their officers and employees. ; 

We know, for example, that the railroads pay the premiums on 
surety bonds of their employees. The vinta Hoover Commission 
on Organization of the Executive Branch of the Government included 
such a recommendation in its report to the Congress. In subsequent 
hearings before the Expenditures Committees, various department 
officials approved the recommendation. 

The Defense Department spokesman reported that past experience 
would justify the adoption, as a general practice of a plan whereby 
the Government would be its self-insurer against fidelity losses in the 
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same manner that it carries its own fire insurance on buildings and 
their contents. 

In conclusion, we want to state again that we endorse the overall 
provisions of this bill. The omnibus approach is a good one, and we 
appreciate Senator Carlson’s interest 1n sponsoring the legislation. 
We are certain et this fine committee will give the Government 
workers a fair deal, that you will report a bill which is sure to have 
the support and enthusiastic endorsement of Federal employees in 
all agencies. 

Thank you for your interest and the time you have afforded me to 
present the case for customs employees. 

The CuatmrMan. Mr. Beiter, we appreciate very much your state- 
ment, and I appreciate, also, some of the suggestions you made, and 
I will assure you that they are going to be given consideration when 
we start writing up the bill. 

We thank you. 

Mr. Berrer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHarrmMan. The next witness is Mr. Howard E. Munro, legis- 
lative representative for the Central Labor Union and Metal Trades 
Council, A. F’. of L. of the Panama Canal Zone. 

Mr. Munro, we are very happy to have you here this morning, sir. 


STATEMENT OF HOWARD E. MUNRO, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTA- 
TIVE, CENTRAL LABOR UNION AND METAL TRADES COUNCIL, 
AFL, OF THE PANAMA CANAL ZONE 


Mr. Munro. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name 
is Howard E. Munro. I am the legislative representative of the 

Canal Zone Central Labor Union and Metal Trades Council. I am 
an employee of the Panama Canal Company and have lived on the 
Canal Zone since May 1943; 3 months short of 11 years. At present 
I am on leave without pay from the Panama Canal Company. 

The organizations which I represent are the central bodies of 26 
unions affiliated with the American Federation of Labor. The mem- 
bership of these unions are the United States citizens employed by the 
United States Government to operate, maintain, and protect the 
Panama Canal. 

The organizations which I represent wish to take this opportunity 
to thank the committee for their interest in the items covered by S. 
2665 and to thank you for the opportunity afforded me to present 
certain information regarding them. 

Section 102. We concur in the principle of placing certain em- 
ployees under local wage board practice as covered by section 102 and 
urge favorable consideration by the committee. 

Section 102 (g), amending the longevity principle to include all 
grades up to and including GS-15, corrects an injustice to those 
employees now in grades 11 to 15, inclusive. We believe incentives are 
as important in gr ades above GS-10 as below, and the amendment will 
encourage continuous satisfactory service in all grades. We, there- 
fore, urge adoption of this section. 

Section 102 (j) which will allow the commission to grant permis- 
sion to hire at other than the entrance rate is of extreme importane e to 
our people on the Canal Zone. I would like to cite one phase of our 
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adverse conditions on the Canal Zone we believe this amendment 
would correct. For several years the Canal Zone Government has 
been unable to recruit sufficient doctors to properly staff their medical 
facilities. The lack of sufficient doctors has curtailed medical services 
on the Canal Zone. The physical locations of the townsites has en- 
larged this curtailment to the point that the employees are justified 
in their complaints of insufficient medical attention. I would like to 
leave this fact with the committee: Because of treaty obligations and 
law, all doctors available to the employees on the ( ‘anal Zone are 
compensated under the general schedule. We believe this amendment 
will improve this situation, and we urge its adoption. 

Section 202 (b) dealing with compensation for overtime work 
partially corrects a condition we believe to be discriminator y. We 
believe an employee worthy of his hire is entitled to similar com- 
pensation practices as rec eived by other employees. The present prac- 
tice of decreasing overtime compensation as the degree of skill and re- 
sponsibility increases, in our opinion, has been inconsistent with the 
basic principles of the GS schedule. 

While we believe all employees should be compensated for approved 
overtime at 11% times their hourly rate, this section, in our opinion, 
is an improvement over the present method of computing overtime 
compensation. We respectfully suggest the committee give considera- 
tion to true time and one-half for all employees. 

However, if the committee feels that true time and one-half is in- 
consistent to other conditions, unknown to me, that they approve the 
principle outlined in subsections (a) and (b). 

We would like to suggest an amendment to section 202 (b) on page 
10, line 7, after the word “of,” insert “8 hours in any workday and,” 
and change the necessary wording throughout the legislation to cover 
this amendment. 

We believe an 8-hour day should be granted all Federal employees, 
especially in the Tropics. ‘Any workday in excess of 8 hours is detri- 
mental to the employee’s health, his productivity is greatly reduced, 
and hazards of safe working increase. 

We believe that section 902 (i), by adding the requirement that 
tours of duty shall be scheduled in advance, will reduce the tendenc y 
of agencies to work their employees in excess of the 8-hour day. We 
also believe, still speaking of section 202 (i), that the payment of 
premium compensation for all hours in excess of 8 in 1 workday will 
expedite the determination of the condition “that costs would be 
substantially increased.” 

The Canal Zone Government and the Panama Canal Company have 
taken a position that the first 40 hours worked is the workweek, 

regardless of the manner in which it is worked. This suggested 

amendment, if accepted by the committee, would, in our opinion, 
allow the Federal employee a basic 8-hour workday. I have used the 
above agencies as an example as I am familiar with their methods. 
This condition could prevail in other agencies under the broad 40- 
hour workweek wording. 

Section 202 (d) (2), relating to call-back overtime should be a con- 
dition of employment for all Federal employees. As presently writ- 
ten, we believe it would apply only to Classification Act employees. 
We respectfully ask you to adopt this section with the suggested 
amendment. 
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Section 202 (e). We believe the intent of section 202 (e), com- 
pensation for night work, by adding section 301 (b), is to cover the 
overseas situations where a foreign country custom dictates the normal 
working day to be of a different our than the United States 
normal workday of 8 a. m. to 5 p. m., 9 a. m. to 6 p. m., et cetera. 

es e are fearful that present language could be construed to include 
the Canal Zone where the customary hours of business are 7 a. m. to 
11 p.m., and an agency ruling could require the designation of a dif- 
ferent time other than 6 p. m. to 6 a. m. as the hours of night work. 
We believe the situation could be clarified by inserting “Canal Zone” 
after the “District of Columbia” on line 15, page 13. We respectfully 
ask your acceptance of this clarifying amendment. 

Section 202 (i). We concur in section 202 (i), which will schedule 
the hours of the workday and the days of the workweek in advance 
and urge its acceptance. While it is hard to believe the intent of the 
present premium payment for overtime worked can be misconstrued, 
it has been, and the Comptroller General of the United States has 
been asked for rulings. 

We believe the 8-hour workday amendment previously suggested, 
plus this section, will tend to eliminate such conditions as, and I quote 
from a job description of operator, towing locomotive : 

This is a shift operation. Shifts and duty assignments shall be in the best 
interest of the job. Rotating asignments to the various shifts will not be the 
rule, as it may sometimes be necessary to change employees in this position from 
one shift to another, and from one locomotive assignment to another, during any 
full 24-hour day. Locomotive operators will be employed for a 40-hour work- 
week consisting of five 8-hour days. Overtime rates will be paid for any hours 
of work in excess of 40. 

We concur in section 402, which provides a uniform allowance for 
those Federal employees required to provide and wear them and 
respectfully request its adoption. 

We are of the opinion that the intent of this section is to include 
the employees of the Canal Zone, along with their counterparts in the 
continental United States. Therefore, in order to avoid confusion, 
it is suggested that “including civilian employees of corporations 
wholly owned or controlled by the United States,” be inserted after 
“states” on line 1, page 22. We believe this language would include 
the approximately 647 employees of the Panama Canal Company and 
the Canal Zone Government who are required to wear uniforms. 

The Panama Canal Company is a governmental corporation wholly 
owned by the United States, operating under the Government Corpo- 
ration Control Act, approved December 6, 1945. The Canal Zone 
Government is a Federal agency established by Public Law 841, 81st 
Congress. 

We concur in section 501, which repeals the Whitten amendment, 
and respectfully request its adoption. 

I again wish to thank the committee for the opportunity of being 
heard on this important Federal employees bill and will be available 
should additional information be desired. 

The Cuamman. Mr. Munro, in this statement you say: 

We believe this language would include the approximately 647 employees of 
the Panama Canal Company and the Canal Zone Government who are required 
to wear uniforms. 
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Would that include stenographers, women ? 

Mr. Munro. No, sir; that would be police, fire fighters, nurses, cus- 
toms employees, contraband control officers, and railroad employees. 

The CuarrMan. We thank you very much for your statement. 

Mr. Munro. Thank you. 

The Cuairman. The next witness is Mr. Thomas Maddock, chair 
man of the legislative committee of the National Association of 
Federal Mechanics. 

Mr. Maddock, we are very happy to have you here this morning. 


STATEMENT OF THOMAS MADDOCK, CHAIRMAN, LEGISLATIVE 
COMMITTEE, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF FEDERAL MECHANICS 


Mr. Mappock. My name is Thomas Maddock. It is greatly appre- 
ciated that our committee is given the opportunity to appear before 
your committee and place the facts on the table to show how the skilled 
mechanics and helpers we represent have been unjustly treated. 

The skilled mechanics and helpers we represent consist of machin 
ists, blacksmiths, sheet-metal workers, electrical workers, carpenters, 
plumbers, steamfitters, painters, elevator mechanics, refrigeration 
mechanics, operating engineers, et cetera. 

Since 1939, a committee for the National Association of Federal 
Mechanics has appeared before Committees on Post Office and Civil 
Service for the purpose of correcting the injustices for the blue-collar 
workers covered by the Classification Act of 1923, as amended. 

Our committees have shown and proven the skilled mechanics and 
helpers we represent have not and are not now receiving sufficient 
compensation for the type and class of work they perform. 

The blue-collar workers employed by the Naval Gun Factory, Army, 
Air Force, the Bureau of Engraving and Printing, the Government 
Printing Office, who are performing the same type and class of work 
receive compensation much higher than the blue-collar workers em 
ployed under the Classification Act, which contains the equal pay for 
equal work clause. The comparison is hereby listed: 


Per hour | Perannum 





Army, Air Force $2. 08 $4, 160 
Naval Gun Factory 2. 25 1, 680 
Bureau of Engraving and Printing, Government Printing Office 3. 25 6, 760 
Building trades__. , 3. 75 7, 800 
Classification Act_......- 1. 54 3, 200 


It has been acknowledged and accepted by congressional, Civil 
Service Commission, and General Services Administration officials 
that the mechanics and helpers under the craft, protective, and cus- 
todial services have been and are now being underpaid compared to 
the Wage Board and Department of Labor statistics for the type and 
class of work they perform. 

Our committee, therefore, recommends that section 102 (a) of S. 
2665 be corrected and changed to correct some of the injustices, and 
that the CPC-1 to CPC-10 be placed under the grades GS-1 to GS-10 
and compensated accordingly as shown in this table which I would 
like to submit for the record. 
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The Cuairman. Without objection, we will make that table a part 
of the record at this point. 
(The table referred to follows :) 


Recommended 


Proposed salary salary 


Per Per 
hour annum 


ee om OO OO OO DO tO NOD 

Qt me oe tO 

ee St ot Se Se 

em & Co Oo Go dO bo bo tS PO 
to~d oar ou 


or 


Mr. Mappocx. The National Association of Federal Mechanics are 
in agreement with the amendment of section 202, paragraph 7. 

Reference to section 203 on call-back overtime, our committee recom- 
mends the following to be added after the word “duration.” 

When it becomes necessary for employees to work overtime, they shall not 
be laid off during regular working hours to equalize the time. 

This committee is in agreement with section 301 (a) and (b) sec- 
tions 401, 402, 403, and 404, title IV, also section 604, Basic Workweek 
Schedules. 

Thank you. 

The CuarrmMan. Thank you, Mr. Maddock. 

Mr. Mappock. Mr. Chairman, I would like to mention that the blue- 
collar workers under the Classification Act, I think some of the com- 
mittee feel they are just plain custodial employees. But the me- 
chanics we have are having to do work similar to contractors, due to 
the fact that the respective agencies request certain work to be per- 
formed. They submit requests to the superintendent of the office, 
and they in turn submit that to the different shops. They have to put 
an estimate on that, and that estimate is sent back to the people that 
requested the work. 

That money is then set aside, and we have to go to work then and 
keep in conformance, and a lot of times, of course, we run into difficult 
work where we run over. 

But in several buildings we have to practically refinish the inside, 
such as carpenter work and electrical work. We have to completely 
do it over, just the same as they do with contractors, instead of just 
plain mainte nance work, 

The Cuairman. Mr. Maddock, we appreciate your calling this dif- 
ferential or inequity to our attention, and we are going to give it 
consideration. 

I know you represent a fine subst: intial group of our Government 
employees. Thank you very much for your fine statement. 

Mr. Mappock. Thank you, sir. 

The Cuatrman. The next witness is Mr. Paul Reiber, assistant gen- 
eral counsel, Air Transport Association. 

Mr. Reiber, we are very happy to have you here this morning. 
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STATEMENT OF PAUL REIBER, ASSISTANT..GENERAL COUNSEL, 
AIR TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Remer. Mr. Chairman, the Air Transport Association of Amer- 
ica, for whom I am appearing, includes in its membership practically 
all of the scheduled airlines of the United States. 

With your permission, may I have my whole statement go in the 
record ¢ 

The CuarrmMan. Yes; it will be made a part of the record. And if 
you would just give us a synopsis of the statement and your views on 
the proposed bill, we would appreciate it. 

Mr. Reier. At the outset, | want to express very carefully our 
interest in this legislation. We would rather not appear before this 
committee on issues of pay for Federal employees, but unfortunately 
the law now requires the airlines to pay for the inspection of arriving 
passengers by the Immigration and Naturalization Service, performed 
during overtime periods when our schedules are more than 1 hour off, 
and it requires inspections, the payment for inspections, by the Bu- 
reau of Customs for work jaitiennid during overtime periods, on 
Sundays, and on holidays. 

Since we are required to pay these Federal inspectors, we are very 
much interested in the legislation which sets the rates of their pay. 
The airlines pay about $1 million a year for customs inspections alone. 
Fourteen airlines who are members of our association are subject to 
those charges. 

This overtime, Sunday, and holiday pay, sometimes called “pre- 
mium compensation,” would not be affected by this bill in its present 
form. We urge that since you are considering the premium pay of 
Federal employees, that you should -take into account the premium 
pay of these inspectors. 

The last bill considered by this committee on the subject, Senate 
554, applied the uniform overtime pay rate to the inspectors we refer 
to, and we urge that this bill be amended likewise. 

Before discussing in detail the rates we pay these employees, we 
would like to state why we object to the basic requirement that we 
should pay for customs and immigration inspections. 

We contend that it is inequitable and unfair for a group of private 
citizens to have to pay for Government services which are performed 
for the benefit of the whole Nation. Customs inspections are per- 
formed to enforce the tariff laws of the United States, to protect 
American industry and agriculture, labor, and to collect Federal reve- 
nues. Immigration inspections are performed to protect all citizens 
from the admission of aliens with loathsome diseases, aliens who 
are subversive or would otherwise jeopardize the interests of our 
labor or other citizens. We see no more reason why a limited group 
of private persons should pay for this type of protection than for 
requiring the payment for police or fire protection by private citizens. 

It has generally been conceded that the customs service should 
be provided and paid for by the Federal Government. From the very 
beginning of the imposition of these charges on the carriers, various 
spokesmen have objected to the system. We quote from a statement 
on the floor of Congress, quoting the collector of the port of New 
York, where he says that this should be paid by Government, because 
it is Government work. 
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That view was repeated by the House Ways and Means Committee 
in 1929, and the general policy opposing the payment of any part of 
the compensation of Government officers or employees by private 
persons was not only stated by committees of Congress but has been 
carried forward by prohibitions in statute. 

Since March 3, 1917, there has been a statute on the books, which 
now appears revised in language, but is substantially the same in 
substance, in title 18, section 1917. And that section reads: 

Whoever, being a Government official or employee, receives any salary in 
connection with his services as such an official or employee from any source other 
than the Government of the United States, except as may be contributed out of 
the treasury of any State, county, or municipality; or 

Whoever, whether a person, association, or corporation, makes any contribu- 
tion to, or in any way supplements the salary of, any Government official or 
employee for the services performed by him for the Government of the United 
States 

Shall be fined not more than $1,000 or imprisoned not more than 6 months, 
or both. 

The principle of this statute, we believe, should apply in this situa- 
tion to prohibit the payments we must make. We are not only com- 
pelled to pay contrary to this policy, to supplement the pay of Gov- 
ernment employees, but we must pay at a rate higher than is required 
under any Federal statute. 

To demonstrate how high this overtime pay is, we want to give some 
examples of the amounts ‘paid by the airlines in the past few years 

In the calendar year 1953, one airline, at one airport, paid almost 
$47,000 to the Bureau of Customs, which in turn was paid to 7 em- 
ployees. If each inspector got an equal share, he received almost 
$7,000 a year. This amount to—if the basic sal: ary is $4,400 a year— 
to more than or almost twice as much as his basic salary, and that 
means his annual pay was a little over $11,000 a year. 

Other examples of payments to individual customs inspectors are 
as follows: One inspector at Tampa, Fla., on November 1, 1953, 
worked 21 minutes and was paid almost $40. 

Another inspector at Tampa, Fla., on September 27, 1953, worked 
20 minutes and he got almost $40. And another worked 20 minutes 
on August 16, 1953, at the same port, and got almost $40—the exact 
amount was $39.36. These inspectors were paid at the rate of $2 a 
minute, when their regular pay was about. $2.50 per hour. 

An inspector at Honolulu, on July 4, 1950, worked 1 hour and was 
paid 2 days’ pay. 

An inspector at San Francisco, on September 23, 1950, worked 1 
hour and was paid $32.32. 

An employee at Miami worked 20 hours and was paid $432, just a 
little more than $20 an hour. 

One inspector at New York, worked from 5 in the evening of 1 day 
until 8 in the morning of the next, and earned 4 days’ pay. 

These are just a few of the examples. We understand your staff 
has made an investigation of this, and they have found not only 
these examples, but we would expect that these are not unusual at all. 
They are repeated in many places, and we expect that some of the 
rates are much higher than these. 

We believe that these rates are improper by several standards. 
First, they allow employees to earn more in overtime than they earn 
in regular pay. Secondly, the amount paid for overtime and holiday 
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work amounts to 10 and 20 times the regular hourly rate. Thirdly, 
the amount which can be and is earned by customs inspectors excee “ds 
by far the maximum premium pay considered fair in this bill now 
before you. 

We think this pay system would cause administrative problems. 
Why should good inspectors be interested in advancement, or why 
should supervisors not prefer to be inspectors when they can make 
much more money in the lower positions? These inspectors at San 
Antonio make almost twice as much as the man in charge of all the 
inspectors at the airport in New York. Furthermore, why should 
the public health and agriculture inspectors continue to per form sub- 
stantially the same services at much lower pay ? 

The impact of these charges on airline operations can be indicated 
by the charge per passenger. When one of our airlines brings one 
passenger to Fort Lauderdale or Palm Beach on a Sunday, the inspec- 
tion charges for cle: urance are $78.82—almost $80—although the fare 
for the transportation is only $20. On a plane operating between 
Montreal and New York, where the fare is $21.30, the charges for 
customs inspection has been as high as $25 and $30 a passenger. 

A feature of the overtime pay requirements that i is particularly 
objectionable is the fact that there is so little the airlines can do to 
avoid them. The airlines cannot control how many inspectors are 
employed. They cannot decide whether a man with a high base pay 
or with a low base pay is used during the overtime period. The air- 
line which pays the $46,000 in premium pay, at San Antonio, could 
employ 7 additional inspectors full time—an entire crew for San 
Antonio—and save $16,000 over what they had to pay last year. 

Whatever justification there may have been in the past for these 
charges, we believe they do not apply to airlines and should not 
continue to be imposed today. 

Our study of the history of the present practices indicates that they 
were started because of the early inability to schedule ship movements 
to precise hours of the day, due in part to the movement of the tides, 
and the resultant odd-hour arrivals led to requests for special customs 
services. The shipowners were anxious to unload their passengers 
and cargo at the earliest opportunity and enjoyed economies which 
offset some of the expenses. 

These considerations—whether they apply to surface carriers today, 
we don’t know, but we are confident they don’t apply to airlines. 
Airlines services are scheduled and those schedules are filed with the 
Custon’s Bureau and other Government bodies well in advance of 
their taking effect. The schedules operated are required by the public 
convenience and necessity and are operated not occasionally but reg- 
ularly and at all hours of the day. Some or all of the schedules can 
be required by the Post Office Department and the Civil Aeronautics 
Board. 

When we object to paying these rather exorbitant rates for inspec- 
tion performed for the general public, we are not asking for a service 
to ourselves. For instance, where the public demands 24. hour border 
service by highway vehicles, including commercial buses and trucks, 
customs inspection service is provided on a 24-hour basis without re- 
quiring the bus lines, private automobiles, or pedestrians to pay for 
overtime services. 
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We see no reason for directing customs inspectors to comply with the 
public’s demand in one case, and penalizing the air carriers for satis- 
fying that demand in the other. 

The reason for these excessive rates most often given is that inspec- 
tors may be called from their homes at unusual hours on short notice. 
In those cases, we agree that the rates should be high, but the examples 
of excessive pay we have discussed were imposed for scheduled opera- 
tions. The inspectors know far in advance the hours of aircraft 
arrivals and the hours of their duty. 

In 1951, when we called to the attention of this committee examples 
of this exorbitant pay, the committee ordered its staff to make an 
investigation of premium pay practices of customs inspectors. As far 
as we know, that report has not been made public. 

We urge this committee to review that study and make it available to 
the public. We feel that on the basis of the practices with which we 
are familiar, that study should have brought to light other examples 
of inequitable practices that should be corrected by this bill. We do 
know that in 1951 the Civil Service Commission and the Bureau of the 
Budget recommended—and this committee reported out, a bill which 
would have prevented the continuance of those practices—in the report 
on that bill, which is S. 354, the committee clearly stated its opposition 
to these practices at page 8: 

The committee is particularly concerned with conditions that are reported to 
exist in the Bureau of Customs, Treasury Department. It was indicated that 
certain inspectional employees, Bureau of Customs, are receiving annually over- 
time in excess of their basic salaries. If this is true, the committee feels that 
attention should be given to the establishment of additional tours of duty in 
order to make excessive overtime work unnecessary. 

We think some of the material before this committee may have been 
overlooked in the preparation of this bill. In 1951, on the basis of 
what must have been comparatively limited material before the 
committee, it not only condemned these pay practices but reported 
out a bill which would have prevented their continuance. Since that 
time the committee has had the benefit of its staff examination, which 
we believe will show these pay practices we have discussed are not 
the worst, and will also show that they are extended far wider in the 
customs service than was known in 1951. 

On that basis and on that information, we would hope this com- 
mittee would review the bill and take what steps were taken the last 
time the committee considered it, namely report out a bill which 
would prevent these practices from continuing. 

In conclusion, let me repeat our regret that we must appear to 
discuss the rates of pay for Government employees. We would much 
prefer to have nothing to pay and, therefore, nothing to say. Cer- 
tainly we do not want to delay overtime pay increases for thousands 
of Government employees who deserve them. But, if we must pay for 
overtime, we believe the rates we should pay should be no higher than 
the Government determines to be fair for itself and its employees. 

There are several ways in which our problem could be solved. The 
one followed in 8S. 354 was to include the employees of the Customs 
Bureau and Immigration Service under the overtime provisions of the 
general overtime statute. It could be accomplished in this bill by 
inserting an amendment which would subject the customs and im- 
migration employees to the Overtime Pay Act of 1945. We will be 
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glad to discuss the amendment necessary with your staff or with 
legislative counsel, if we can be of any help. 

We want to thank you for the time and consideration you have 
given us. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Reiber, we appreciate very much the infor- 
mation you have given us in regard to this problem, and I will assure 
vou we are going to give it consideration when the committee starts 
writing the bill. 

Mr. Rerper. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

(The formal statement of Mr. Reiber follows :) 


STATEMENT OF PAvuL ReETBerR, ASSISTANT TO THE GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE AIR 
TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA 


My name is Paul Reiber. I am assistant to the general counsel of the Air 
Transport Association of America which includes practically all of the scheduled 
airlines of the United States. 

At the outset, I want to explain very carefully our interest in this legislation. 
We would rather not appear before this committee on the issue of the pay of 
Federal employees. We don’t think it should be our concern. Unfortunately, 
however, the law requires the airlines to pay inspectors of the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service overtime compensation when our flights are off schedule 
by one hour, and the law requires them to pay the inspectors of the Customs 
Bureau compensation for work performed during overtime periods, on Sunday 
and on holidays. Since we are required to pay these Federal employees, we 
are interested in legislation prescribing the rates of such pay. The airlines 
subject to the requirement pay about $1 million for Customs inspections alone. 
Fourteen airlines who are members of our association operate into ports of 
entry where they are subject to these charges. 

The premium compensation of customs and immigration employees would not 
be affected by this bill in its present form. We urge that in your consideration 
of premium pay for a large number of Federal employees, you should consider 
also the premium pay of these inspectors. The last bill considered by this 
committee on the subject, Senate, 354, applied the uniform overtime pay rate 
to the inspectors we refer to, and we urge that this bill be amended likewise to 
apply to the customs and immigration employees. 

Before discussing the rates we now pay these Federal employees in detail, we 
would like to state why we object to the requirement that we pay for customs and 
immigration inspections. We contend that it is inequitable and unfair for a 
limited group of citizens to pay for inspection services which are performed 
for the benefit of the whole Nation. Customs inspections are performed to 
enforce the tariff laws of the United States. to protect American industry and 
agriculture, and to collect Federal revenue. Immigration inspections are per- 
formed to protect all citizens from the admission of aliens with loathsome dis- 
eases, aliens who are subversive or who would otherwise jeopardize the interests 
of our labor or other citizens. We see no more reason why a limited group of 
citizens should pay for such services than for requiring the payment for police 
or fire protection by private citizens. 

It has generally been conceded that the customs services should be provided 
and paid for by the Federal Government. From the very beginning of the imposi- 
tion of these charges on the carriers, various spokesmen have objected to the 
system. In 1920 the collector of the port of New York was quoted on the floor of 
Congress as saying: 

“The collector goes on to say that fundamentally he does not believe in the 
Government being reimbursed for Government work * * *.” (59 Congressional 
Record 2172, Jan. 28, 1920.) 

This view was forcefully repeated by the House Ways and Means Committee in 
1929, when it said: 

“Your committee, therefore, believes that considering the policy of the Govern- 
ment against payment for governmental services by private interests and the 
general conditions in connection with the movement of trains, ferryboats, and 
vehicular traffic, that customs service should be prepared to render a 24-hour 
service and Sunday and holiday service to these transportation facilities, without 
requiring payment therefor by private industries.” (H. Rept. 7, 7ist Cong., 1st 
sess., 1929, p. 170, et seq.) 
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The general policy opposing the payment of any part of the compensation of 
Government officers or employees by private persons was not only stated by com- 
mittees of Congress but has been prohibited by statute. Thus, in an appropriation 
act of March 3, 1917, it was provided: 

“No Government official or employee shall receive any salary in connection witn 
his service as such an official or employee from any source other than the Govern- 
ment of the United States, except as may be contributed out of the treasury of 
any State, county, or municipality, and no person, association, or corporation shall 
make any contribution to, or in any way supplement the salary of, any Govern- 
ment official or employee for the services performed by him for the Government of 
the United States. Any person violating any of the terms of this section shall be 
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor, and upon conviction thereof shall be punished 
by a fine of not less than $1,000 or imprisonment for not less than six months, or 
by both such fine and imprisonment as the court may determine.” 

For many years that provision was carried as section 66 of title 5 of the United 
States Code, Executive Departments and Government Officers and Employees. 
In the general revision of the code which was made by the act of June 25, 1948 
(62 Stat. 862), this provision was transferred to new title 18, Crimes and Criminal 
Procedure, where it appears, modified in language but not in substance, as section 
1914. That section reads: 

“Whoever, being a Government official or employee, receives any salary in con- 
nection with his services as such an official or employee from any source other 
than the Government of the United States, except as may be contributed out of 
the treasury of any State, county, or municipality; or 

“Whoever, whether a person, association, or corporation, makes any contribu- 
tion to, or in any way supplements the salary of, any Government official or em- 
ployee for the services performed by him for the Government of the United 
States 

“Shall be fined not more than $1,000 or imprisoned not more than six months, 
or both.” 

The principle of this statute, we believe, should apply in this situation to pro- 
hibit the payments we must make. We are not only compelled to pay in the face 
of the doubtful policy, but we are compelled to pay to the customs inspectors 
compensation higher per hour than under any other Federal pay statute. To 
demonstrate this, we want to give examples of the amounts paid by the airlines 
in the past few years. 

In the calendar year 1953, one airline, at one airport, paid $46,826 to the 
Customs Bureau which was paid to 7 employees. If each inspector got an equal 
share, he received ($6,689) almost $7,000. If the average basic salary of the 
inspectors is $4,400, each received almost $12,000 annual pay. 

Other examples of payments to individual customs inspectors are as follows: 
One inspector at Tampa, Fla., on November 1, 1953, worked 21 minutes and was 
paid $39.36. An inspector at Tampa, Fla., on September 27, 1953, worked 20 
minutes and was paid $39.36. Another inspector at Tampa, Fla., on August 16, 
1953, worked 21 minutes and was paid $39.36. These inspectors were paid at 
the rate of $2 per minute when their regular rate of pay is about $2.50 an hour. 
An inspector at Honolulu, on July 4, 1950, worked 1 hour and was paid 2 days’ 
pay, $43.20. Another inspector at San Francisco, Calif., on September 238, 1950, 
worked 1 hour and was paid $32.32. One employee at Miami, Fla., worked 20 
hours and was paid $432, just a little more than $20 an hour. An inspector at 
New York earned 6 days’ pay or $114.72 for working a total of 22 hours. Another 
inspector at New York worked from 5 in the evening of one day until 8 in the 
morning of the next and earned 4 days’ pay, $70.40. 

We believe these rates are improper by several standards. First, they allow 
employees to earn more in overtime than they earn in regular pay. Secondly, 
the amount paid for overtime and holiday work amounts to 10 and 20 times the 
regular hourly pay. Thirdly, the amount which can be and is earned by customs 
inspectors exceeds by far the maximum premium pay allowed by the bill before 
you. 

We think this pay system would cause administrative problems. Why should 
good inspectors be interested in advancement, or why should supervisors not 
prefer to be inspectors when they can make much more money in the lower 
position? These inspectors at San Antonio make almost twice as much as the 
man in charge of all the inspectors at the airport in New York. Furthermore, 
why should the public health and agriculture inspectors continue to perform 
substantially the same services at regular pay? 
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The impact of these charges on airline operations can be indicated by the 
charge per passenger. When one of our airlines brings one passenger to 
Fort Lauderdale or Palm Beach on a Sunday, the inspection charges for clear- 
ance are $78.72 although the fare for the transportation is only $20. On a 
plane operating between Montreal and New York where the fare is $21.30, the 
charge for customs inspection has been as high as $25 and $30 a passenger. 

A feature of the overtime pay requirements that is particularly objection- 
able is the fact that there is so little the airlines can do to avoid them. The 
airlines cannot control how many inspectors are employed. They cannot de- 
cide whether a man with a high base pay or with a low base pay is used during 
the overtime period. The airline which pays the $46,826 in premium pay at 
San Antonio could employ seven additional inspectors full time at $4,400 
per man and incur less expense than they must now pay. 

Whatever justification there may have been in the past for these charges, 
we believe they do not apply to airlines and should not continue to be imposed 
today. Our study of the history of the present practices indicates that they 
were started because of the early inability to schedule ship movements to precise 
hours of the day, due in part to the movement of the tides, and the resultant 
odd-hour arrivals led to requests for special customs services. The shipowners 
were anxious to unload their passengers and cargo at the earliest opportunity 
and secured economies from special customs services which apparently more 
than offset the occasional charges for overtime. 

We cannot say whether those original considerations apply to surface car- 
riers today, but it is clear that they do not apply to air carrier operations 
Airline services are scheduled and those schedules are filed with the Customs 
Bureau and other Government bodies well in advance of their taking effect. 
The schedules operated are required by the public convenience and necessity 
and are operated not occasionally, but regularly and at all hours of the day. 
Some or all of the schedules can be required by the Post Office Department and 
the Civil Aeronautics Board; they are not the whim of the carriers which can 
be shifted to meet the established office hours of the customs inspectors. The 
airlines are not requesting a special service inuring to their own special benefit 
but are requesting that inspection services be supplied when the carriers are 
complying with requirements imposed on them by the transportation policy of 
the Congress. 

Where the public demands 24-hour border service by highway vehicles, includ- 
ing commercial buses and trucks, customs inspection service is provided on a 
24-hour basis without requiring the buslines, private automobiles, or pedestrians 
to pay for overtime services (19 U. 8S. C. 1451la). There is no apparent reason 
for directing customs inspectors to comply with the public’s demand in one case, 
and penalizing the air carriers for satisfying that demand in the other. 

The advent of aviation has required several new governmental services on a 
24-hour basis, for which the Federal Government does not require private com- 
pensation. 

The justification most often made for these excessive rates is that inspectors 
may be called from their homes at unusual hours on short notice. In such cases 
we agree that the rates should be high, but the examples of excessive pay we 
have discussed were imposed for scheduled operations. The inspectors know 
far in advance the hours of aircraft arrivals and the hours of their duty. 

In 1951, when we called to the attention of this committee examples of this 
exorbitant pay, the committee ordered its staff to make an investigation of 
premium pay practices to customs inspectors. As far as we know, that report 
has not been made public. We urge this committee to review that study and 
make it available to the public. We feel that on the basis of the practices with 
which we are familiar that study should have brought to light other examples of 
inequitable practices that should be corrected by this legislation. We do know 
that in 1951 the Civil Service Commission recommended overtime pay legislation 
that would have corrected these inequities. Furthermore, the version of 8S. 354 
reported out by this committee in 1951 would have corrected these evils. And, in 
its report on the bill, the committee recommended that these practices stop. 
Thus, at page 8, it said: 

“The committee is particularly concerned with conditions that are reported 
to exist in the Bureau of Customs, Treasury Department. It was indicated that 
certain inspectional employees, Bureau of Customs, are receiving annually over- 
time in excess of their basic salaries. If this is true, the committee feels that 
attention should be given to the establishment of additional tours of duty in 
order to make excessive overtime work unnecessary. Excessive overtime is not 
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in keeping with enlightened management policies nor is it fair to the employees 
who are required to perform such work or to the public who is being served by 
such employees * * *.” 

In conclusion let me repeat our regret that we must appear to discuss the rates 
of pay for Government employees. We would prefer to have nothing to pay, 
and therefore nothing to say. Certainly we do not want to delay overtime pay 
increases for thousands of Government employees who deserve them. But if we 
must pay for overtime, we believe the rates we must pay should be no higher 
than the Government determines to be fair for itself and its employees. 

There are several ways in which our problem could be solved. The one fol- 
lowed in S. 354 was to include the employees of the Customs Bureau and Immi- 
gration Service under the overtime provisions of the general overtime statute. 
It could be accomplished in this bill by inserting an amendment in this bill which 
would subject the customs and immigration employees to the Overtime Pay Act 
of 1945. We will be glad to discuss the amendment necessary with your staff 
or with legislative counsel. 

We appreciate the time and consideration your committee has given us to 
present our problem. 


ADDITIONAL STATEMENT OF ALFRED F. BEITER, OF THE NATIONAL CusToMs SERVICE 
ASSOCIATION, WITH REFERENCE TO S. 2665 


This association is an organization of officers and employees of the United 
States Custom Service, with members stationed at ports of entry throughout the 
United States. I have stated to the committee the importance we attach to 
S. 2665 and the wholehearted approval the association gives the overall purpose 
of the bill to benefit Federal employees generally. 

Under the provisions of S. 2665, the working conditions of customs men, along 
with other employees in the Federal service, will be improved to the extent that 
such provisions apply to them. However, the overtime and holiday provisions of 
S. 2665 do not apply to customs officers and employees who perform inspectional 
services. This is because the extra compensation earned by such services is 
governed by separate customs laws of long standing. Historically the general 
overtime laws applicable to Federal employees are distinct from the extra com- 
pensation statutes which prescribe the overtime, Sunday, and holiday pay for 
inspectional services performed by customs and other groups of inspectional 
employees. Since the inception in 1948 of the first Federal overtime law of 
general application, the preexisting statutes applicable to inspectional work have 
been expressly preserved by the general laws in recognition of the circumstances 
peculiar to work of this kind. S. 2665 properly maintains the historic distinction. 

One fundamental principle written into the customs overtime laws is that, 
under prescribed circumstances, the transportation companies whose operations 
render customs overtime services necessary outside regular hours of business 
are required to reimburse the Government for the overtime charges incurred at 
such times. The principle of liability of private interests for such special serv- 
ices has been recognized by law from the earliest days of the customs service in 
this country. The contemporary statute on reimbursement was modernized in 
1911 and was comprehensively strengthened by amendment in 1920 and 1922. It 
has ben reenacted and continued in effect by successive legislative actions in 
1930, 1938, and 1944. 

The associated airlines, speaking through Mr. Paul Reiber, their assistant 
general counsel, and the associated railroads, speaking through Mr. Gregory S. 
Prince, their general solicitor, now ask to be relieved of all liability for reim- 
bursement and propose to shift to the Government the full cost of providing 
customs inspectional services at times outside the regular business hours observed 
by customs offices. By their statements, the airlines and railroads make it clear 
that the alternative to reimbursement which has been a part of the system for 
so long is not that customs services will not be available at times outside regular 
business hours but that the Government itself will bear the entire cost of giving 
24-hour service, 7 days a week, at all ports of entry. 

As has been stated briefly in rebuttal testimony by John J. Murphy, president 
of the New York Customs Inspectors Association, the officers and employees in 
the customs service are inalterably opposed to any such fundamental change in 
the customs laws. This further statement by the National Customs Service 
Association is submitted to the committee in direct reply to statements made in 
he interest of the airlines and the railroads on February 26, 1954. 
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The carriers expressly disclaim any wish to deprive the customs men, who do 
the work, of pay for overtime services. They are quite frank to admit that all 
they are really interested in is not having to pay anything themselves. Why, 
then, it may be asked, do members of the association oppose abandonment of the 
principle of reimbursement in the customs laws? 

The immediate reason for our opposition is a practical one which impinges 
directly on our everyday lives and work. The funds appropriated for operation 
of the customs service are already limited in terms of the responsibilities of the 
service. They are always under pressure of curtailment when drives to reduce 
Government expenditures are underway. If customs services at Government 
expense are made available around the clock at every port of entry throughout 
the United States at which the carriers may wish to do business outside usual 
business hours, this can only be done by substantial diversion of funds with 
consequent deterioration of customs functions otherwise, or by placing the 
burden of providing such services on customs personnel in the field. Resort to 
the latter course would be inevitable. 

Anyone who gives the matter any thought at all must realize that, with the 
Government footing the entire bill for 24-hour service in order to accommodate 
the irregular night and weekend traffic, the cost of platoon shifts on a 24-hour 
basis at all the ports where reimbursement is now paid could not possibly be 
justified administratively. Members of the association know that the only 
alternative is that the available inspectional force would be required to provide 
what was in effect 24-hour service, without being fairly compensated for it. 
They would have to accept assignments regularly to remain “on call” throughout 
the hours outside their regular tours of duty. For this perpetual “on call” 
status, overtime compensation would be paid only when actually “called” to active 
duty. Most onerous of all, there would be no deterrent whatsoever to carriers 
making demands for service during brief, unpredictable periods, on short notice 
and at irregular times throughcut the night and on Sundays and holidays. Such 
deterioration in working conditions is not a matter of speculation. It is, in fact, 
the very condition, subject to widespread abuse in depriving officers of any 
freedom from liability to duty at all hours, which prompted the enactment of 
of the reimbursement principle embodied in existing customs laws. 

The customs officers and employees oppose the proposal of the carriers not 
only because of their personal concern with its detrimental consequences, dis- 
cussed above, but also as experts in the interest of the general public. We 
assert our standing to speak in the public interest because we are familiar— 
as the general public is not—with the actual situation. We are, for that reason, 
in a position to spot the sheer sophistry of the carrier’s position with regard 
to the public responsibility in this situation. 

The plea of the carriers is said to rest on the proposition that reimbursement 
for inspectional services requires them to pay for services which benefit the 
general public. Stated in their own words: “We contend that it is inequitable 
and unfair for a limited group of citizens to pay for inspection services which 
are performed for the benefit of the whole Nation.” 

Whether the “limited group of citizens” the carriers have in mind are 
themselves or their customers, the fallacy of their contention is the same. It 
is equivalent to arguing that private citizens should not have to bear whatever 
out-of-pocket expense they must incur in complying with the laws of the land~ 
that if it adds something in the way of business expense to the citizen to get 
in compliance, the general public who benefits from the law should stand that 
expense. The real position of the airlines and railroads is as transparent as 
that. Need more be said? 

Viewed realistically, any “benefit to the whole Nation” from the activities 
of the customs and immigration services is realized when the hours during 
which inspectional services are provided wholly at public expense are estab- 
lished at a given port so as to accommodate the bulk of the traffic at that port. 
Irregular or scattered traffic at times outside such hours, which moves for the 
convenience of the carrier and to benefit the small segment of the general 
public which it serves by such operation, could not on any reasonable basis 
justify maintenance of Government staffs 24 hours a day. This is the very 
foundation of the laws providing reimbursement for customs inspectional serv- 
ices. But for such provisions, there could be no inspectional services rendered 
outside regular hours. Such provisions stand as an accommodation to those 
private interests who choose to proceed at other than established hours of 
business in order to serve the particular needs of their businesses. They are 
44452—54 
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not thereby imposed upon. It is a special service beyond the needs of the public 
generally, which they may request and for which they quite properly must 
pay. 

Speaking further to the public interest, what about the effect on the taxpayer 
generally of the exemption from reimbursement which the carriers seek? Third 
parties now reimburse the Government for about 75 percent of all customs 
overtime. Under the proposal of the airlines and railroads, 100 percent of the 
overtime would have to be borne without reimbursement by the Government. 
Moreover, the Government could not as a practical matter reduce the present 
overall outlay for overtime by any appreciable extent through use of regular 
tours of duty on a 24-hour basis because of the irregular flow of business 
requiring inspection. For example, on certain days at the port of New York 
from 5 p. m. to midnight, 20 or 25 customs inspectors could handle all of the 
business at hand. On other nights, during the same hours, 200 or more inspectors 
may be required. The same condition prevails on a smaller scale at other 
ports. To provide an adequate staff to reasonably serve traffic of this kind 
each day of the week on regular tours of duty would cost more in base pay 
than is paid now for such services at the overtime rate on days and at hours 
when the traffic requires it. 

In view of the carrier’s secondary line of argument—that they have to pay too 
much—it is pertinent to point out that the amount of overtime paid out under 
current conditions could be materially reduced if the third parties whose opera- 
tions call for inspectional services outside business hours would make a greater 
effort to keep the Customs Service advised of changes in the anticipated times 
of arrival. This comment applies with special force to the airlines. Even at 
the present time, when they are required to make reimbursement, they are no- 
toriously careless about providing notice to the inspectional services about the 
time of arrival of aircraft. If, as the airlines suggest, 24-hour service is to be 
furnished free, it can hardly be supposed that they will be less careless. The 
point is illustrated by the following incident which took place at the port of 
Detroit : 

The freight agent at 1 of the railroads in Detroit stopped in the customs office 
at that station where 4 inspectors were on duty and asked the inspector in 
charge for customs coverage on Sunday because the warehouse was going to be 
open and the crew working. The inspector in charge asked the freight agent 
how many inspectors he wanted on duty and the agent requested all four. When 
he was advised that his railroad would be expected to reimburse the Government 
for the pay of the inspectors, he changed his request promptly and asked that 
one inspector be assigned. As the work on that Sunday developed, activities 
were limited and one inspector was actually all that was needed. It hardly need 
be added that the carrier would not have been interested in effecting this saving 
if it had not been required to reimburse the Government for the special services 
provided at its request. 

The reimbursement of charges by the carriers is the only possible way to assure 
that there will be any effort on their part to keep their demands for services 
outside the usual business hours reasonably commensurate with their needs. 
Indeed, even in the face of existing reimbursement requirements (which the 
carriers here assert are an undue burden), the carriers are frequently so oblivious 
of the flaws in their own practices which tend to increase the cost of inspec- 
tional overtime as to cast doubt on the theory that the reimbursement require- 
ment itself is a deterrent to excessive demands by the carriers. Perhaps the 
airlines do exaggerate, and are not expressing a genuine belief that customs 
charges are more than a nuisance of which they would like to be relieved. In 
certain instances of which the airlines make much in their published statements, 
the actual course of conduct of the carrier in refusing to cooperate toward adjust- 
ment of the situation, so as to reduce overtime costs, persists so flagrantly as to 
raise suspicion that substantial unnecessary charges for services are being in- 
eurred intentionally. The aggressive campaign by the asociated airlines during 
recent years to be relieved altogether of the liability for reimbursement—tresting 
their case solely on “horrible examples” whihe seem to get bigger and better with 
the passage of time—suggests that one need not look far for a motive for such 
practices. 

We turn briefly to certain of the other arguments advanced by the carriers. 

They assert, for instance, that reimbursement of overtime provided by customs 
laws is in violation of the Federal statute prohibiting receipt of salary for services 
by a Federal employee from any source but the Government. This is nonsense. 
The principle of reimbursement embodied in the extra pay laws pertaining to 
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inspectional services and the policy of the statute in question have stood side by 
side for at least 30 years and are perfectly consistent with each other. Reim- 
bursement as a matter of policy stands on no less independent ground than the 
other. Moreover, under no possible rule of statutory construction could the two 
laws be read otherwise. The carriers’ sudden awareness of the law they cite 
cannot alter the basic facts. 

Another claim made by the carriers is that the rates provided by the customs 
laws and the overtime charges which they must reimburse are excessive. They 
attempt to support this position with cited horrible examples and unfavorable 
comparison with the rates fixed by S. 2665. The weakness of the carriers’ position 
in these respects lies in their selectivity with the facts. They stop short of 
stating all of them. Scrutiny of but a few of the purported examples set out 
in their respective statements suffices to establish this pervading shortcoming. 

The carriers neglect to state that while the rates for customs premium pay 
are different from—and in certain instances result in larger payments than— 
the rates prescribed by S. 2665, the customs rates and charges are actually closely 
similar to those paid in private industry for comparable services. The trans- 
portation industry is no exception. The principle recognized in industry and 
by the customs laws is that premium rates should be commensurate with the 
premium services demanded. It is axiomatic that the overtime and Sunday 
services required of customs inspectors differs substantially from the occasional 
overtime required of Federal employees as a whole. 

The transportation and related industries pay overtime to their own employees 
under union agreements at rates which equal, and in many eases exceed, the 
charges for the services of customs officers. These payments to their employees 
are included in their regular operating and overhead expenses. Overtime pay- 
ments to the carriers’ own employees, under proper administration, could be 
expected to occur only at odd and unsual hours or in connection with services 
over extended periods of time which could not be scheduled on regular tours 
of duty in advance. This is the fundamental characteristic of the customs 
overtime services for which the airlines are required to make reimbursement. 
Such overtime services are requested by the carriers to meet their business 
purposes and at times when the general business of the port does not require or 
warrant regularly scheduled tours of duty maintained at public expense. The 
airlines and railroads are justly required to reimburse the Government under 
such circumstances. It is part of the cost of doing business made necessary by 
the nature oftheir businesses. There is no supportable reason why they should 
not treat such costs as part of their overhead and operating expenses in the 
same Way as comparable payments to their own employees for comparable 
services are treated. 

The hue and cry of the carriers in their campaign against reimbursement 
presupposes that the transportation companies are themselves hurt by the charges 
for reimbursement of customs overtime. This is not a fact. The airlines and 
railroads do not, of course, stand the cost. It is an expense, like others, passed 
on pro rata to their customers. What the carriers’ contention here really amounts 
to is to argue that that segment of the general public which uses airline and rail 
services in international passage or shipping should not bear the cost of inspec- 
tional services at other than regular business hours, from which they benefit 
directly, but that the public as a whole should foot the bill. 

The pro rata cost per passenger of the reimbursed services in question is small 
indeed. For example, at the port of New York, where over a half of all of the 
customs transactions in connection with the airlines are handled, the aggregate 
cost of reimbursed customs overtime was slightly under one-quarter of a million 
dollars in 1953. In that year the customs service at New York processed some 
536,000 airline passengers. The average cost of customs overtime was less than 
46 cents per passenger. This slight charge, which, under any creditable system 
of cost accounting, is necessarily borne by all of the passengers of the airline, 
could hardly be urged as a competitive disadvantage in rates. 

These facts take on special significance when it is observed that at the port 
of New York approximately 40 percent of the total amount of reimbursed over- 
time for customs services is paid by foreign airlines. 

The comparisons which the carriers purport to make between premium pay- 
ments for stated periods of duty under the customs laws and under 8. 2665 
disclose a willful purpose to mislead by failing to state all of the relevant circum- 
stances in each instance. To illustrate: 

At page 5 of Mr. Prince's statement for the railroads, he asserts that a customs 
officer who worked from 5 p. m. to 6 p. m. would receive a half day’s pay, 
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or $9.84, for the hour, under customs law, but only $3.69 under S. 2665. What 
Mr. Prince neglects to add is that if that officer remained on duty to 7:59 p. m. 
he still would earn only the $9.84 at customs rates; whereas, by working to 
7:59 p.m. he would earn $11.07 at S. 2665 rates. 

Similarly, at page 4 of Mr. Reiber’s statement on behalf of the airlines, ne 
taxes a New York inspector with having earned 4 days’ pay at customs rates, 
or $70.40, by working a 15-hour period from 5 p. m. to 8 a. m. the next day. 
What he fails to disclose is that the shift in question cut into a Sunday or 
holiday and that if the officer had worked the 15-hour all-night shift on an 
ordinary weekday, he would earn only 214 days’ pay or $44 under customs laws, 
compared with $49.50 under 8S. 2665 for the same 15 overtime hours. The air- 
lines also fail to point out that the potential assignments to all-night shifts 
on weekdays outnumber those on Sundays 5 to 2. 

Probably most unfair of the many distorted examples paraded by the carriers 
are those asserting that the average hourly overtime rate of pay for individual 
employees was in given instances, many times their regular rate of pay. The 
plain fact is that the carriers use two unrelated sets of figures to calculate the 
exaggerated ratios which suit their purposes in these examples. One figure in 
each calculation is the actual time consumed in serving a plane or planes after 
arrival. The other figure in each calculation is the total amount of overtime 
paid the employee on such date or dates. The total amount of time the employee 
was required to remain available at the airport to do the actual inspection is 
disregarded in the result stated, even though the charges used were computed on 
the basis of such overall time in each case. 

For instance, if an employee was called to meet a plane due to arrive from a 
foreign country at 2 a. m. and the plane actually arrived at 7 a. m. due to delay 
caused by engine trouble, bad weather, or late departure, and the customs opera- 
tion was eventually completed by 8 a. m., the misleading figures used for com- 
parison indicated a charge of 6 hours for only 1 hour of work, when in reality 
the charge was from 2 a. m. (the time called) until 8 a. m. (the time completed). 
If the carrier had given timely notice of the delayed arrival, the charge would 
have been based on the 1 hour of actual service. No charge is made when an 
officer is notified, as frequently happens, to report for duty at the airport to 
meet an arriving plane at 12:30 a. m., for example, and he is later notified there 
has been a delay and not to be there until 3 a. m., and then later 5 or 6 a. m., 
and then finally 8 a.m. During these time changes the employee has to remain 
at home or near a telephone, loses a night’s sleep, receives no compensation and 
still reports on time for the next day’s work, but the carrier has monopolized his 
time exclusively without cost. Nor is any extra charge made when an officer is 
required to drive from his home to the airport, at times as much as 60 miles for 
the round trip, either for the mileage or the time consumed in such travel. The 
overtime charge is calculated from the time he reports on the job to the time 
when the task is completed, with a special callback allowance. 

The callback allowance imposed by customs regulations serves to alleviate 
the hardship otherwise suffered from being called back to render only short 
periods of duty for the accommodation of the carrier. It may not be treated as 
a pyramided hourly rate for the services performed. It is a wholly orthodox 
type of allowance in labor practice, which is paid the employee for returning to 
the post of duty at undesirable hours and after he has done his regular day’s 
work. 

One other partial statement of the facts by the carriers bear examination. 
It appears to be the airlines’ favorite “horrible example.” Their statement 
charges that in 1953 “one airline, at one airport, paid $46,826 to the Customs 
Bureau which was paid to seven employees” and concludes that each inspector 
must have been paid almost $7,000 in overtime in that year, making his annual 
income around $12,000. In 1951 the charge respecting the same airport was 
stated as $32,000 for one plane daily, divided among six officers. 

What the airlines do not say is that, if the airline in question had changed 
its schedule only slightly on 1 of 4 flights daily, it would have been relieved of 
at least half of the overtime charges. The carrier was asked to do so but it in- 
sisted on maintaining its costly schedule. Nor do the airlines disclose that cus- 
toms supervisors, trained to appraise job requirements at a port, suggested that 
fewer officers be assigned to extra duty, but that the airline demanded a full 
staff for every flight to assure expedited clearance. 

Further, the airlines do not mention that at this same airport the Government 
has an annual bill of approximately $90,000, which includes about $30,000 for 
customs officers’ annual salaries, or that this public outlay serves but four planes 
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daily owned by a single airline and that it is neither advisable nor economical 
from the Government point of view to assign additional full-time crews on regu- 
lar tours of duty. 

The National Customs Service Association is in full accord with an overtime 
law throughout the Federal service with minimum premium rates which ap- 
proach those applied to private employment. The establishment of true time- 
and-a-half for overtime services is a long step in the right direction. But 
services required of an employee who remains at his desk occasionally for an 
additional hour and who almost never works on weekends or holidays are not 
comparable with the demands for services made on inspectional employees who 
are frequently called back during any hour of the night and in all kinds of 
weather and who are usually requried to be on duty on Sundays and holidays. 

The distinction was recognized in the analysis of a proposed bill drafted by the 
Interdepartmental Committee and released in 1949 after comprehensive study of 
the work performed by inspectional groups by members of the Committee who 
were representatives of the following bureaus and agencies: 


Department of Commerce : 

Civil Aeronautics Administration. 
Treasury Department : 

Bureau of Customs. 

United States Coast Guard. 
Department of Justice: 

Immigration and Naturalization Service. 
Department of Agriculture : 

sureau of Entomology and Plant Quarantine. 

Bureau of Animal Industry. 
Federal Security Agency : 

Public Health Service. 
Federal Communications Commission, 
Bureau of the Budget. 
Civil Service Commission. 


The Committee concluded with respect to inspectional services as follows: 

“The Interdepartmental Committee gave very serious consideration to the 
possibility of solving the existing problem by bringing within the coverage of the 
l‘ederal Employees Pay Act those inspectional groups now paid under special 
statutes for their overtime services. This would have the obvious advantages of 
assuring uniformity among the groups concerned, placing their overtime pay on 
the same basis as other groups of Federal employees and administrative 
simplicity. 

“After careful study, however, the Committee concluded that existing provi- 
sions of the Federal Employees Pay Act would not provide a fair basis of com- 
pensation for irregular and unscheduled overtime services at unusual hours, and 
that bringing them under its provisions would be unfair to the inspectional em- 
ployees concerned. 

“Overtime pay provisions of the Federal Employees Pay Act, developed during 
the war, are designed primarily to provide compensation for overtime service in 
extension of the ordinary workday or workweek of the employee. In peacetime, 
they constitute a deterrent to the ordering of such overtime duty by the agencies. 
They are not designed to provide remuneration for the onerous burden imposed 
on employees who are frequently called upon to provide unscheduled and irregular 
overtime services at odd hours, according to carrier movements which the Gov- 
ernment does not control.” 

The enlarged benefits provided in 8. 2665 continue to be geared to the situation 
of the general body of Federal employees. The considerations pertinent to in- 
spectional work also continue. Unless the existing exceptions to the general 
overtime law are continued for employees who perform inspectional services, the 
result would not only be considerably greater cost to the Government but would 
deprive inspectional employees of established rights growing out of the condi- 
tions peculiar to the type of service they give and long recognized as entitled to 
premium pay at the rates fixed by the special statutes applicable to them. 


The Cuarrman. The next witness is Mr. Orrin Burrows, legislative 
representative, International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers. 

Mr. Burrows, we are glad to have you with us. 

Mr. Burrows. Before I make this statement, I want to make it clear 
that I am making this statement for the International president, D. W. 
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Tracy, of the International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, in 
support of S. 2665. 
I am assistant to President Tracy, and have been delegated to act 


as the Government Employees’ Representative for the Electrical 
Workers in the Government. 


Now, I will make Mr. Tracy’s statement. 


STATEMENT OF D. W. TRACY, INTERNATIONAL PRESIDENT, 
INTERNATIONAL BROTHERHOOD OF ELECTRICAL WORKERS 


(AFL) (AS READ BY ORRIN BURROWS, LEGISLATIVE REPRE- 
SENTATIVE) 






























My name is Daniel W. Tracy. I am international president of the . : 
International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, affiliated with the 
American Federation of Labor, with headquarters located at 1200 15th i 
Street NW., Washington 5, D. C. ° ; 


The organization which I represent is international in scope, with 
over one-half million members in 48 States, Alaska, Hawaii, Panama 
Canal Zone, and the Dominion of Canada. These members are em- 
ployed in the building and construction trades, electrical utilities, in 
the metal trades, various other industries, and by the various and 
numerous agencies of the United States Government. Our members 
employed by the Federal Government have for a number of years, been 
trying to get Congress to pass such legislation as is contained in S. 
2665, as introduced by Senator ( ‘arlson. 

My organization wants to take this opportunity to thank the Sen- 
ator for the concern he has shown in these matters of such vital con- 
cern to our members, and I take this opportunity to endorse the intent 
of the provisions contained in S. 2665. However, in order that the 
hearings on this bill might continue without too much delay, I will 
only attempt to make a brief comment of some of the provisions that 
m uppermost in the minds of our Federal employee members, namely : 

The IBEW urges your committee to approve the removal from 
ge CPC schedule of the Classification Act of 1949, those employees 
in the recognizec trades and crafts, or other skilled mechanical crafts, 
or in the unskilled, semiskilled, or skilled manual labor occupations, 
and other employees, including foremen and supervisors in positions 
having trade, craft, or laboring experience and knowledge as the 
paramount requirement. At the same time, the IBEW urges that 
the compensation for such employees shall be fixed and adjusted from 
time to time, by wage board action, in line with the prevailing wage 
rates in effect in the wage fixing areas where such employees are em- 
ployed and on a par with the other wage board employees throughout 
those localities. The electricians employed under the Classification 
Act of 1954 CPC schedule are anxiously awaiting your committee’s 
approval for such a change, as these employees feel they are more 
closely allied with employees in the same craft in the ungraded serv- 
ice who are paid as a result of wage board actions. 

Just within the last 2 weeks, 2 of our electricians working in the 
Government here found that it was impossible to live on the salary 
that they were being paid under the CPC schedule . Now, they have 
left the employment where they were, and have gone into the Bureau 
of Engraving, where a higher wage rate is paid, so that they could 
support their families. 
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. The IBEW urges your committee to give full consideration to 
the payment of true time and one-half for overtime to those Federal 
employees coming under the provisions of the Clxssification Act of 
1949. At the present time, true overtime is paid to those employees 
for the first $2.980 of their salaries. The IBEW recommends that 
the ceiling for such overtime payments be raised from the present 
2.980 of their salaries. The IBEW recommends that the ceiling 
for such overtime payments be raised from the present $2,980 to at least 
™ top of GS—9 grade—now $5,810. 

The IBEW recommends that your committee give full support 
to ‘maakaaee for the advanced scheduling of a basic workweek for 
all Classification Act employees, at least 1 week in advance. Also that 
no “split shifts” be allowed in any workday which consists of 8 hours, 
and that the 40 hours of the scheduled workweek be so provided for in 
5 conancins days, Monday through Friday, where possible. 

The IBEW is in full support of the outr ight repeal of the Whit- 
ian rider, which places a curb on permanent promotions and appoint- 
ments since September 1, 1950. We feel the repeal of this rider would 
pave the way for per manent status for a lar ge number of Federal em- 
ploy ees, whom we feel have been done an injustic e. 

I appreciate the opportunity of appearing before your committee 
relative to S. 2665, and at this time I want to take the time to express 
my heartfelt appreciation for being able to appear before the com- 
mittee in support of 8. 2665. I thank you one and all, sincerely. 

The Caarrman. We appreciate your statement, and are glad to get 
your views. 

The next witness is Mr. Ross A. Messer of the National Association 
of Post Office and General Services Maintenance Employees. 

Mr. Messer, we are glad to have you with us this morning. 

Mr. Messer. Mr. Chairman, I won’t read my entire statement. 

The Cuatrman. Time is getting short, and we would appreciate 


that. 


STATEMENT OF ROSS A. MESSER, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE, 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF POST OFFICE AND GENERAL SERV- 
ICE MAINTENANCE EMPLOYEES 


Mr. Messer. My name is Ross A. Messer, legislative representative, 
National Association of Post Office and General Service Maintenance 
Employees, representing the custodial employees of the postal field 
service and General Services Administration. 

S. 2665, which is under consideration by the committee, today is a 
multipurpose bill which, among other things, abolishes the craft, pre 
tective and custodial schedule of the Classification Act of 1949, 
amended, and places the employees under wage boards, with mes- 
sengers, guards, and fire fighters, transferred to the GS schedule. 

Much has been said about the abolition of the CPC grades. The 
main purpose, it seems, is to place the Government on a more com- 
petitive level with private industry, in many areas. While private 
industry is trying to get away from area wage systems and establish 
national wage rates for m: any occupations, the Government is trying 
to do just exactly the opposite. They want to abolish the national 
wage scales and go to a local area wage board. 
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This may sound a little strange to you, Senator, but just this past 
week this was pointed out in the House by Deputy Postmaster General 
Hook, and the representative of Fry and Associates, who have made 
a nationwide survey of the postal service. They were specifically asked 
the question if they gave consideration to placing postal employees 
on an area wage rate. The answer was that they did, but that the 

national policy was to get away from the area wage rates and establish 
national wage rates, and therefore, they were sticking with their 
former plan of having national wage rates. 

Our association has tried to make a thorough study of this problem 
and has come to the conclusion that it would be better for this group 
of CPC employees to stay under the Classification Act for pay pur- 
poses. It is realized that you may believe that we are thinking of 
just a few employees. Therefore, I think it only fair that I set 
forth certain facts regarding our decision in this matter. 

Our 1952 National Convention in Cleveland, Ohio, went into the 
situation very thoroughly. Since our convention in 1952 there has 
been talk of establishing a central wage board. We gathered all the 
facts we could on this, along with comparative rates, and furnished 
them to our locals in 83 different cities throughout the United States. 
Now, this is GSA—the postal service is not affected. The response 
was practically unanimous, they preferred to stay under the Classifi- 
cation Act and not under wage boards. There were only 4 out of the 
83 locals that replied that they would prefer to go under wage boards. 

Now, we have made a rather thorough study of what would happen 
to the boys going under wage boards. We know there are certain 
protective regulations or provisions in 8S. 2665, protecting these em- 
ployees, so long as they occupy the position in which they were 
transferred. Senator, we have had a lot of experience in that. 

In 1950 there were 4,200 postal employees who went toGSA. Their 
salaries were protected as long as they remained in the position in 
which they were transferred. It is very easy for the supervisor to 
gradually change a man’s duty over a period of 6 months, so that he 
is in a completely different position from the one in which he was 
transferred. Then the classification officer comes along and says, 
“Jim, what are the duties of your position?” And he “enumerates 
what he is doing, which is entirely different from the duties at the 
time of transfer. It means he will wind up with a salary cut, because 
he is not in the position in which he was transferred. 

There is no way you can keep those things from happening. 

The Cuarrman. You are going to put those figures in the record, 
Mr. Messer ? 

Mr. Messer. Yes, sir. 

Now, we have made a study and comparison of the wages in 83 
cities in which we have members. I won’t read those, Senator. We 
have nine pages of them. There is a comparison here covering six 
cities, starting at page 2, showing the hourly rates of the CPC laborers, 
cleaners; fireman-laborer; skilled helpers and skilled mechanics. It 
compares the salary with the Air Force wage board and also makes a 
comparison with the occupational wage survey of the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics. 

The Cuarman. That will be very helpful. 
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Mr. Messer. S. 2665 does not provide any methods for establishin 
or supervising wage boards. Therefore, an agency could use the BLS 
figures, which in most instances are considerably below the Army 
and Air Force wage boards. 

Some agencies have had their appropriations cut severely the last 
several years, and it has forced reductions in force. And it would 
be very easy for them to use the lowest possible figure for salary pur- 
poses, in order to try to retain some unlidiie 

Now, I think that if this is enacted, there should be some definite 
method set up to control the wage boards so that the rate will actually 
be what other Government employees are receiving. We would like 
to see the CPC grades retained under the Classification Act and re- 
classified in accordance with S. 1787, introduced by Senator Olin D. 
Johnston in the 1st session of the 83d Congress. That bill would 
grant increases ranging from $235 up to, I believe, about $500. The 
approximate cost of the enactment of that bill is $40 million. 

| note that Chairman Young yesterday stated that the approxi- 
mate cost of transferring these employees to wage board would be 
$36,500,000. So, the figures in the proposed reclassification are not too 
far from his figures. 

I was rather surprised last night in reading the paper, Senator, to 
find that even before Mr. Young came before the committee yesterday 
and recommended the abolition of the CPC grades, that in the news- 
papers they carried an article, with salary scales, proposing an ad- 
justment in the CPC grades. Now, I wasn’t present to hear the en- 
tire statement of Chairman Young, so I don’t know whether he pro- 
posed a reclassification of the CPC grades or not. 

The Cuarrman. I just want to say there is not much use in getting 
into that now, because if it develops we are going into the wage 
schedule, we will hold hearings on that. 

Mr. Messer. The thing I want to point out is that in his proposal for 
the CPC grades, in his news release yesterday, it would cost $5 mil- 
lion. And that is compared with what he claims the wage boards 
would cost, of $36 million. Now, I don’t know just exactly whether 
they are trying to go for a reclassification, while at the same time 
they propose CPC grades be abolished 

The CuarrmMan. The committee will look into that, I will assure you. 

Mr. Messer. On some of the rest of the bill, Senator, I will touch 
very lightly, because we are interested in it. 

We are very much interested in the overtime being true overtime 
and one-half up through GS-9, but we are a little disappointed in the 
provision of the bill that states that if an employee wants to take time 
off, instead of being paid overtime, that he must take only straight 
time off. To me that is discriminatory. If he should be paid time 
and one-half, certainly you should give him 90 minutes for each 60 
minutes he works, and we should like to see the bill amended to that 
effect. 

We are also in favor of the provisions of the 2-hour call-back time, 
and we would like to see that extended a little further, going beyond 
the Classification Act and including the postal service. The custodial 
employees, particularly the mechanics in the custodial service, are 
the main employees who are called back. In other words, a clerk is 
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relieved by another clerk. ‘Therefore, there may be overtime, but 
it is not call-back time. 

In the custodial service, in many of the offices there are no night- 
time or Sunday mechanics. The mechanics work in the daylight 
hours. If something goes wrong and they are called back, they never 
get over an hour. Maybe it takes them 35 to 40 minutes to do it, but 
it might take them half an hour to get on the job, and another half- 
hour to return home. And we would like to see this provision amended 
to include section 4 of Public Law 134 of the 79th Congress. 

We also heartily favor the provisions of time and one-half, plus 
straight time for holiday pay, because, under the present situation, an 
example might be where two people are told, “We have a holiday this 
week and we have a certain amount of work to do, and we would like 
to get that work done. You can work on a holiday, or you can work 
on a Staturday.” One of the employees says, “I want the holiday off, 
so I will work on Saturday.” The employee that works Saturday will 
receive 25 percent more pay for the same number of hours than the 
employee who worked on the holiday. In other words, they get 25 
percent more for that Saturday work, although they actually worked 
the same number of hours. 

Your provisions extending longevity from GS-10 through GS-15 
are very good, but I think while we are at it, Senator, we should give 
some consideration to making it true longevity and not longevity in 
crade. In the postal service, we have longevity based upon the total 
vears of service. In the Classification Act the longevity is based 
upon years in grade. And if you serve 9 years in 1 grade, and move 
to another grade, you start a new period of longevity. The first thing 
you know, in 30 years, you have retired, and you haven’t gotten your 
first longevity promotion. 

The provisions establishing a basic workweek are very good. Many 
of these are now covered by regulation, but we believe that if some 
teeth are not put into the law to make it mandatory, unless the agen- 
cies have authority from the Civil Service Commision or someone 
else, they will be of no value whatever. The wording in the bill leaves 
it strictly up to each agency to do as they see fit about it. In other 
words, if the Civil Service Commission is set up to administer this 
provision, then they would have to justify to the Civil Service Com- 
mission their not wanting to comply with the 8- or 9-hour day, post- 
poning their schedules a week in advance and things of that nature. 

We are 100 percent in favor of the uniform provision, Senator. 
We represent the lowest paid employees in the postal service who are 
required to wear uniforms, elevator operators and guards. Now, our 
employees in the same positions in GSA are furnished their uniforms 
by GSA. 

My understanding is that there is no specific law authorizing the 
furnishing of these uniforms, but that has been included in their 
appropriation request each year, since about 1947, and that the appro- 
priation committee has allowed it to stand. 

If we can’t get anything else through, I think this is a good way for 
the Post Office Department to see what they can do with it. 

Senator, I wish to take this opportunity to thank you for allowing 
us to present our views. 
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The CHamman. We appreciate it very much. 
very fine group of employees. 

Your statement, Mr. Messer, will be included in the record, and we 
thank you very kindly. 
(The formal statement of Mr. Messer follows :) 


You represent a 


STATEMENT OF Ross <A. MESSER, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE, NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION OF Post OFFICE AND GENERAL SERVICES MAINTENANCE 
EMPLOYEES 


Thank you Mr. Chairman and members of the committee for this opportunity 
to appear before you today. My name is Ross A. Messer, legislative representa- 
tive, National Association of Post Office and General Services Maintenance 
Employees, representing the custodial employees of the postal field service and 
General Services Administration. 

S. 2665, which is under consideration by the committee today, is a multipurpose 
bill which among other things abolishes the crafts, protective, and custodial 
schedule of the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, placing employees in 
recognized trades or crafts, or other skilled mechanical crafts, or in unskilled, 
semiskilled, or skilled manual-labor occupations, and other employees, including 
foremen and supervisors, in positions having trade, craft, or laboring experience 
and knowledge as the paramount requirement under wage boards for salary 
purposes. Employees not covered in the trades enumerated above, will be placed 
under the general schedule (GS) grades of the Classification Act of 1949, as 
amended, for pay purposes. 

Much has been said about the abolition of the CPC grades and the placing of 
the employees under local or area wage boards for salary purposes. It is sup- 
posed to place the Government on a more competitive level with private industry 
in most areas. While private industry is trying to get away from area wage 
systems and establish national wage rates for many occupations, the Government 
is trying to do just exactly the opposite, to abolish national wage scales and place 
them on an area basis. 

Our association has tried to make a thorough study of this problem and 
has come to the conclusion that it would be better for this group of employees to 
stay under the Classification Act for pay purposes. It is realized that you may 
believe that we are thinking of just a few employees, therefore, I think it only 
fair that I set forth certain facts regarding our decision in this matter. Legis- 
lation abolishing the CPC grades has been introduced in the last several Con- 
gresses, therefore, we knew that it would finally come to a head. With this 
in mind, our 1952 national convention in Cleveland, Ohio, went into the situation 
very thoroughly. There was a convention mandate to oppose abolition of the 
CPC grades after a committee study of the situation and considerable floor 
debate. Due to certain changes that have taken place since our 1952 convention, 
this matter was again presented to our GSA locals in about 838 cities of the 
United States last fall. The response was almost unanimous in endorsing the 
1952 convention mandate to oppose abolition of the CPC grades, with only four 
locals voting in favor of wage boards. 

We know that the placing of these employees under area wage boards would 
be beneficial to many of the employees, however, many others would be placed 
in wage-board categories lower than their present salary. In view of the above, 
our association still is of the opinion that it would be advantageous to the 
employees in the CPC grades to remain under the Classification Act and have 
their salaries set or revised from time to time by Congress. We also realize 
that certain provisions in S. 2665 would protect those employees placed in a 
lower wage scale, so long as they occupy the same position. We have had 
experience with this type of protection. It is very easy for the supervisor to 
gradually change the duties of any employee, and then when the Civil Service 
Commission reviews the job description of that particular employee it would 
mean a salary reduction for the employee. 

We have made a study and comparison for the present CPC salary schedule, 
Army-Air Force wage board, and the Occupational Wage Survey, Bureau of 
Labor Statistics, United States Department of Labor. A copy of our study is 
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attached for your information. I would like to call your attention to just a 


few cities: 


| 
Army-Air Occupational 
Force wage wage survey, 


CPC grade board—in- Bureau of La- 
City and position Grade | Minimum and | Grade | crease (+) or | bor Statistics— 
maximum decrease (—) | increase (+) or 
Minimum and | decrease (—), 
maximum | average wage 
| 


PROVIDENCE, B. I. 














Laborers, cleaners | 2 2 $1. 27-$1. 41 +) $1.17—. 
Fireman-laborer ; | 3 | 3 1.30- 1.44—| 
Skilled helpers 4 5 1.37- 1.51—| $1.42—. 
Skilled mechanics 6 12 1.61- 1.77 $1. 69-$1. 76—. 
COLUMBIA, 8. C. | | | 
} | | 
Laborers, cleaners 2| 1.16 - 1.365 2 1.02- 1.12—| None. 
Fireman-laborer 3] 1.227- 1.457 3 1. 06- 1. 18—| 
Skilled helpers 4 | 1.32 - 1. 528 5 1. 16- 1. 28— 
Skilled mechanics 6 | 154-1.77 | 12 1.48- 1.64—} 
HOUSTON-GALVESTON, TEX. | | 
| 
Labor»rs, cleaners 2 1. 2 1.34—- 1.48+/ $0.93—. 
iveren tabores 3 1. 3 1.40- 1, 54+| 
Skilled helpers ke : 4 1 5 1, 50- 1.66+) $1. 71+. 
Skilled mechanics -- - bl 6 1. 12 1. 86- 2. 06+ $1. 99-$2. 09+-. 
KANSAS CITY, MO.-KANS., AREA 
Laborers, cleaners | 2 1 2 1. 41- 1. 55+] $1.20—. 
Fireman-laborer } 3 l 3 | 1.45- 1.61 +} 
Skilled helpers 4 1. 5 1. 53- 1.69+) $1.70+. 
Skilled mechanics ‘ 6 1 12 1.81- 1.99+)| $1.91-$2.04+. 
SEATTLE, WASH 
Laborers, cleaners , 2 1.16 - 2 1. 54- 1.70+)| $1.30—. 
Fireman-laborer 3 1. 227- 3 1. 57- 1. 73+ 
Skilled helpers 4 1.32 - 5 1.64- 1.82+) $1.64+-. 
Skilled mechanics. --- 6 1. 54 - 12 1.90- 2.10+) $1.92-$2.01+-. 
LOS ANGELES, CALIF. 
Laborers, cleaners 2 1.16 - 1.365 | 2 1. 50—- 1.66+) $1.39+-. 
Fireman-laborer 3 1. 227- 1. 457 3 1. 54- 1.70+ 
Skilled helpers 4 1.32 — 1. 52% 5 1.62- 1.80+) $1.77+ 
Skilled mechanics. . --. “Se 6 1.54 - 1.77 12 1.91- 2. 11+) $2.04-$2.23+. 


S. 2665 does not provide any method of establishing or supervising wage 
boards. At present there are several wage boards in existence with different 
salary rates covering identical positions in the same areas. In addition to the 
above-mentioned wage boards already in existence, the Bureau of Labor Statis- 
tics, United States Department of Labor, conducts occupational wage surveys 
which in most instances are considerably less for some positions than the al- 
ready established wage boards. If the CPC grades should be abolished, and the 
employees placed under wage boards, it would be possible for the various agen- 
cies to use one of several possible salary scales. With the reduction in appro- 
priations for many agencies, it would be very tempting for them to use the 
lowest possible pay scale. 

Many of the employees who would be placed in lower salary scales by abolition 
of the CPC grades are veterans. The lower salary grade positions are set aside 
for veterans only by the Veterans’ Preference Act of 1944. By abolishing the 
CPC grades and placing these employees under wage boards, it would appear that 
Congress is breaking faith with this group of low-salaried employees. They 
have taken examinations and accepted positions expecting to progress up to a 
certain salary level after a specified number of years. By placing them in a 
lower wage-board scale their salary is going to be frozen, and the employees 
denied the opportunity to advance to the salary they were promised at the time 
of appointment. Many of these employees have obligated themselves for new 
homes, furniture, ete., on the belief that they would eventually progress up to 
a certain salary, only to find that if they are placed under wage boards they 
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will never receive the expected salary. It is believed that Congress and the 
Government have a definite moral obligation to this group of employees to see 
that their salaries are not frozen before they reach the expected maximum of 
their respective positions. We feel very strongly that the CPC grades should 
be left under the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, and that the salary 
scales should be brought into line with the present-day salaries. S. 1787, by 
Senator Olin D. Johnston, reclassifies the CPC salary schedules and brings them 
closer in line with other Government employees doing similar work. It is re- 
spectfully requested that this committee give consideration to substituting S. 
1787 for title I of S. 2665. 

Title II of S. 2665 amends the overtime provisions of the Federal Employees’ 
Pay Act of 1945 to provide the payment of true overtime, time and one-half reg- 
ular pay, for overtime work of employees in GS-9 or below. The overtime law 
has been in need of modernization for a long time due to the inequities in the 
present law, which reduce the amount of overtime if base pay exceeds $2,980 per 
annum. Under the present law, a supervisor receives less for overtime than 
some of his subordinates. As an example of this, it was necessary for GSA to 
work a number of employees overtime in a certain city due to the moving of 
several Government agencies. The laborers doing the moving received a higher 
rate per hour for this overtime work than the man supervising their work. 
There are numerous other instances which could also be pointed out. 

Section 202 (c) amending section 202 (a) of the Federal Employees’ Pay Act 
of 1945, provides that agencies may, at the request of any officer or employee, 
vrant such officer or employee compensatory time off from his scheduled tour 
of duty in lieu of payment for an equal amount of time spent in irregular or 
occasional overtime work. Subsection (b) of section 202, page 11, provides that 
employees in GS-9 or lower who work overtime shall be paid for such overtime 
at the rate of 11% of their regular basic hourly rate; however, it is proposed that 
if an employee prefers to take time off instead of being paid overtime for it, you 
are going to penalize him and allow him only straight time off and not time and 
one-half. It is requested that consideration be given to amending page 11, line 
11, by striking out “for an equal” and inserting in lieu thereof “on a basis of 144 
the amount of time.” This would give the employee time and one-half pay for 
overtime work, or time and one-half off for such work if he was not paid. 

Section 203 provides that employees who are recalled to duty after completion 
of their tour, or called in on their days off, would be given at least 2 hours’ 
overtime for such service even though less than 2 hours. Provisions of this 
nature are greatly needed to protect the employees. Under the present law, 
an employee can be required to report for duty, due to an emergency, and not 
be needed for more than 30 or 40 minutes, thereby receiving pay for just 1 hour. 
In many instances it takes the employee more time to get from home to work 
than he actually works. Section 203 will be a great asset to the rank and file 
employee; it will make a supervisor think twice before requiring any employee 
to return for overtime work. 

Section 204 (c) amends section 301 to provide for the payment of night differ- 
ential on holidays to employees scheduled for night work, whether they work or 
not. It also provides that employees regularly scheduled for night work shall 
be paid for any such night work which falls within periods of leave with pay, 
if such periods total less than 8 hours in any pay period. This proposal appears 
to be an economy move where it would be cheaper to pay night differential in 
certain instances than to compute the pay without including it. I personally 
think that a further economy can be made by amending line 23, page 12, to allow 
payment of night differential if it does not total more than 8 hours in a pay 
period, instead of cutting it off at periods of less than 8 hours in a pay period. 
This could be accomplished by deleting the words “less than” in line 23, page 12, 
and inserting the words “or less’ following the word “hours” in line 24. 

Employees required to work on holidays now receive double time for such 
work. Section 204 (f) would amend section 302 to provide a premium pay for 
holiday work based on time and one-half overtime plus regular base pay. It is 
hoped that the committee will give favorable consideration to this proposal. It 
is greatly needed, due to the difference in holiday pay and overtime pay at 
present. Under present laws, two employees receiving the same salary can work 
the same number of hours in a week, one working on a holiday and the other 
working overtime on Saturday, and the one working overtime will receive approxi- 
mately 25 percent more than the employee working on the holiday, although they 
both work 40 hours that week. 
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Section 603, on page 16, would provide for the payment of the so-called longevity 
increases through grade GS-15 instead of the present grade GS-10. This is a 
very worthy move, but it does not go far enough. The present so-called longevity 
grades of the Classification Act are nothing more than a joke so far as actual 
longevity goes. These so-called longevity steps are not actually longevity steps, 
but rather, longevity-in-grade steps. While longevity is under consideration, 
section 703, Classification Act of 1949, should be amended to provide true longevity 
that would give credit for all Government service regardless of agency or grade; 
however, the proposed ceiling of grade GS-15 could be included. Under the 
present longevity setup, a very small percentage of the employees ever receive a 
longevity promotion. As an example, recently an employee in New York City 
was due a longevity promotion in less than 1 month when his agency offered 
him an immediate promotion to a higher position. In order to get the promotion, 
he had to accept it immediately, thereby losing his longevity promotion and start- 
ing another 10 year longevity period for which he will probably never get one red 
cent, unless the present longevity provisions are changed to true longevity. 

Section 604, as amended on page 17, would provide the following employee 
benefits if they did not seriously handicap the agencies’ functions or substantially 
increase operating costs: Posting of tours of duty at least 1 week in advance, 
a basic workweek of 40 hours, such 40 hours being scheduled on 5 days, Monday 
through Friday, wherever possible, with the 2 days off being consecutive, the 
working hours in each day of the basic workweek to be the same, the nonovertime 
workday not to exceed 8 hours, the basic workweek not being switched to gain 
or deny holidays, and a workday of 8 hours spread over a period of not more 
than 9 hours. Many of the above proposed provisions are now covered by regu- 
lations: however, even though they are covered by regulations, it is believed 
advisable to include them in the law. 

Title IV provides for the payment of a uniform allowance of not to exceed 
$100 per annum to any civilian officer or employee of the United States who is 
required by law or regulation to wear a prescribed uniform in the performance 
of his or her duties, and who is not being furnished such uniform at present. 
Some Government agencies now have authority to provide uniforms for their 
employees who are required to wear them; however, the Post Office Department 
does not have such authority; therefore, all postal employees required by law 
or regulation to wear uniforms are required to purchase their uniforms. Some 
postal employees are required by law to wear a prescribed uniform in the per- 
formance of their duties. The employees of the custodial service who are re- 
quired to wear uniforms are not covered by the above-mentioned law, but are 
covered by regulation. In the past these employees have been left to the mercy 
of the postmaster so far as uniforms were concerned. Postmasters have been 
able to change the color or type of uniform on short notice and require the 
employees to purchase new uniforms even though they may have just bought 
a new supply of the old-style uniforms. It is believed that the proposal of an 
allowance of not to exceed $100 per annum for uniforms will be very beneficial 
to our group of employees who have had to furnish their own uniforms for many 
years. It has been very expensive to our group of low-paid employees and they 
will welcome legislation of this type. 

Title V, section 501, repeals section 1310 of the Supplemental Appropriation 
Act of 1953, as amended, commonly referred to as the Whitten amendment. It 
would appear that the Whitten amendment has well served its purpose and that 
it is now time that it was repealed so that permanent appointments, promotions, 
and reinstatements can be made once more. The Whitten amendment has served 
to keep many permanent employees from getting promotions to higher positions, 
thereby keeping them from getting much-desired promotions that they had been 
working toward for several years. The loss of promotional opportunities has 
been a severe blow to the morale of many of the employees. The repeal of the 
Whitten amendment will restore the promotional rights to all permanent em- 
ployees and is very greatly desired by all. 

I would like to summarize our position on the several different features of 
S. 2665. We are opposed to the abolition of the CPC grades with the placing of 
a majority of the employees under wage boards. We feel that it would be better 
to keep the employees under the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, for salary 
purposes. We approve of the revised overtime provisions and the 2 hours’ credit 
for call-back time; however, we believe that employees choosing time off in lieu 
of overtime pay should be granted time and one-half off instead of straight time. 
We favor the change in night differential, with a suggested change to allow credit 
for periods of leave with pay of 8 hours or less. We favor the change in com- 
puting holiday time. We also favor the principle of granting longevity through 
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grade GS-15, but suggest that the present longevity farce be changed to trne 
longevity, based on the actual number of years of service. We also endorse the 
provisions establishing a basic workweek, etc., the uniform allowance, and the 
repeal of the Whitten amendment. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I wish to again take this oppor- 
tunity to thank you for the privilege of appearing before you today and expressing 
the views of our association on 8S. 2665. 


Comparison CPC Grades, Classification Act, 1949, as amended, Army-Air Force 


Wage Board rates, and Occupational Wage Survey, Bureau of Labor Statistics, 
U. 8. Department of Labor 


Army-Air Force wage Occupational 


CPC grade board—increase (+) or | wage survey, 
decrease (—) Bureau of La- 
City and position 7 bor Statistics 


increase (+-) or 


Minimum and Minimum and | decrease ( 





Grade Grade ; 
maximum maximum average wage 
PORTLAND, MAINE 
Laborer, cleaners 2 $1.16 —$1. 365 2 $1. 21-$1.33—| None 
Fireman-laboret 3 1. 227- 1. 457 3 1. 24- 1.38 
Skilled helpers 4 1. 32 1. 528 5 1. 31- 1.45 
Skilled mechanics 6 1. 54 1.77 12 1.55- 1.71- 
BOSTON, MASS 
Laborer, cleaners 2 1.16 1. 365 2 1. 46- 1.62+)| $1.22 
Fireman-la borer 3 1.227— 1. 457 3 1.51- 1.67+ 
Skilled helpers 4 1.32 -— 1. 528 5 1.62- 1.79 $1.56+ 
Skilled mechanics 6 1. 54 - 1.77 12 1.85- 2.05+) $1.66-$2.01+-. 
PROVIDENCE, R. I 
Laborer, cleaners 2 1. 365 2 1, 27- 1.41+) $1.17—. 
Fireman-laborer 3 1. 457 3 1.30- 1.44— 
Skilled helpers 4 1. 528 5 1. 37- 1.51 $1. 42- 
Skilled mechanics 6 1.77 12 1. 61- 1.77 $1. 69-$1. 76—. 
NEWARK, N. J 
Laborer, cleaners 2 1.16 1. 365 2 1. 55~- 1.71+) $1. 39+ 
Fireman-laborer 3 1. 227- 1. 457 3 1. 59- 1. 75+ 
Skilled helpers 4 1.32 - 1. 528 5 1.67- 1.85+ | $1. 724 
Skilled mechanics 6 1. 54 1.77 12 1. 94— 2. 14+! $1. 97-$2. 18+. 
TRENTON, N. J 
Laborer, cleaners 2 1.16 1. 365 2 1. 42- 1. 56+) $1. 21— 
Fireman-laborer 3 1, 227 - 1.457 3 1. 46- 1.62+ 
Skilled helpers 4 1,32 — 1. 528 5 1.55- 1.71+) $1. 43 
Skilled mechanics 6 1.54 - 1.77 12 1, 81— 1.99+)| $1. 71-$1. 96+. 
CAMDEN, N. J 
Laborer, cleaners 2 1.16 - 1.365 2 1.42- 1. 56+) $1.24 
Fireman-laborer 3 1. 227- 1. 457 3 1.45- 1.614 
Skilled helpers 1 1.32 - 1. 528 5 1. 53- 1.69+) $1,634 
Skilled mechanics 6 1.54 - 1.77 12 1.81- 1.99+) $1.88-$2.04+. 
NEW YORK CITY, N. ¥ 
Laborer, cleaners 2 1.16 — 1. 365 2 1.55- 1. 714+) $1.30 
Fireman-laborer 3 1. 227- 1. 457 3 1. 59- 1.75+ 
Skilled helpers 1 1. 32 1. 528 5 1. 67- 1.85+) $1. 574 
Skilled mechanics 6 1. 54 1.77 12 1. 94- 2.144) $1.88-$2.11+. 
BUFFALO, N. ¥ 
Laborer, cleaners 2 1.16 1. 365 2 1. 52- 1.68+) $1.45+-. 
Fireman-laborer 3 1.227- 1. 457 3 1. 56- 1.72+ 
Skilled helpers 4 1. 32 1. 528 5 1.63- 1.81+) $1.764 
Skilled mechanics 6 1.54 - 1.77 12 1.89- 2.09+) $1.91-$2.05+. 
ALBANY, N,. Y. 
Laborer, cleaners 2 1.16 - 1. 3¢ 2 1.36- 1.50+ $1.18—. 
Fireman-laborer 3 1. 227- 1. 457 3 1. 39- 1. 53+ 
Skilled helpers 4 1.32 - 1. 528 5 1.46- 1.62+) $1.55+4 
Skilled mechanics 6 1.54 - 1.77 12 1. 71- 1. 89+) $1.74-$1.89+-. 
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Comparison CPC Grades, Classification Act, 1949, as amended, Army-Air Force 
Wage Board rates, and Occupational Wage Survey, Bureau of Labor Statistics, 
U. 8. Department of Labor—Continued 


ROCHESTER, N. Y 


Laborer, cleaners 
Fireman-l 
Skilled helpers 


Skilled mechanics 





PITTSBURGH, PA 
Laborer, cleaners 
Fireman-laborer 
Skilled helpers 


Skilled mechanics 


PHILADELPHIA, PA. 


Ipers 





nechanics 
WILMINGTON, DEL. 


Laborers. ¢ 
Fireman-laborer 
Skilled helpers 


Skilled mechanics 


l 
eaners 





DISTRICT 


OF COLUMBIA 


Laborers, cleaners 
Fireman-laborer 
Skilled helpers 


Skilled mechanics 


BALTIMORE, MD.! 


Laborer, cleaners. 
Fireman-laberer 
Skilled helpers 
Skilled mechanics. -- 


ROANOKE, VA 
, cleaners 


helpers 
heiper 


RICH MOND-PETERSBURG, 


Laborer, cleaners 
Fireman-laborer 
Skilled helpers 
Skilled mechanics 


CLEVELAND, OHIO 


Laborer, cle 
Fireman-laborers 
Skilled helpers . 


Skilled mechanics 


ners 
ane 


COLUMBUS, OHIO 


Laborer, cleaners 
Fireman-laborers _. 
Skilled helpers 
Skilled mechanics 


CINCINNATI, OHIO ! 


Laborer, cleaners 
Fireman-laborer 
Skilled helper 
Skilled mechanic. 


\ 


A. 


CPC grade 


Grade 


D> mm oot 


bm Oh 


> we 


be COD 


Minimum and 
maximum 


$1.16 -$1. 365 
1.227- 1. 457 
1.32 — 1. 528 
1. 54 1.77 
1.16 — 1.365 
1. 227- 1. 457 
1.32 - 1.528 
1.54 - 1.77 





1.16 

1. 227 

1.32 

1. 54 

1.16 1, 365 
1. 227— 1. 457 
1.32 1. 528 
1.54 - 1.77 
1.16 - 1.365 
1. 227- 1. 457 
1.32 1. 528 
1.54 - 1.77 
1.16 1, 365 
1. 227- 1. 457 
1. 32 1. 528 
1. 54 yf 
1.16 1. 365 
1, 227- 1.457 
1.32 - 1.528 
1. 54 1.77 
1.16 1. 365 
1. 227- 1.457 
1,32 - 1. 528 
1. 54 1.77 
1.16 — 1.365 
1. 227- 1.457 
1.32 - 1.528 
1. 54 1.77 
1.16 -— 1.365 
1. 227- 1. 457 
1.32 — 1.528 
1.54 - 1.77 


365 
4 


O7 


528 





| 

Army-Air Force wage | 

board—increase (+) or 
decrease 1.) 


Minimum and 


Grade : 
rade maximum 


1. 35-$1. 49+ 
1.40- 1. 54+ 
1.48- 1.64+ 
1. 76- 1.944 


wawn 


2 1. 45- 1. 614 
3 1.49- 1. 65+ 
5 1. 58- 1. 74+ 
12 1.87- 2.07+ 
2 1. 42- 1. 56+ 
3 1.45- 1.614 
5 1. 53- 1. 69+ 
12 1. 81- 1. 99+ 


2 1.32- 1. 46+ 
3 1.37- 1. 51+ 
5 1. 45- 1. 61+ 
12 1. 75- 1. 93+ 
2 1. 33- 1. 47+ 
3 1.38—- 1.524 
5 1. 47— 1.638+ 
12 1.81- 2.014 
2 1.31- 1. 45+ 
3 1, 35- 1. 49+- 
5 1. 43— 1. 58+ 
12 1. 68- 1. 86+ 
2 1. 20- 1.32— 
3 1, 24- 1.38— 
5 1. 33- 1.47— 
12 1.62- 1.80+ 
2 1. 24— 1.37+ 
3 1,29 1.43-— 
5 1.41- 1.554 
12 1. 76— 1. 94+ 
2 1.46— 1.624 
3 1, 51- 1.67+ 
5 1. 60- 1. 764+ 
12 1.89- 2.094 
2 1, 36—- 1. 50+ 
3 1,39- 1. 53+ 
5 1.46- 1.624 
12 1.70- 1. 88+ 
2 1.34- 1. 48+ 
3 1.37- 1.51+ 
5 1. 43- 1. 59+ 
12 1. 67- 1. 85+} 


Occupational 
wage survey, 
Bureau of La- 
bor Statistics— 
increase (+) or 
decrease (—), 
average wage 


$1.18—. 


$1.45—. 
$1.69-$1.88+. 


$1.22—. 


$1.58+-. 
$1.77-$2.00+-. 


$1.24— 


$1.63+-. 
$1,88-$2.04+- 


None. 


None. 


$1.09—. 


$1.50—. 
$1.73-$1.86+-. 


None. 


$0.92—. 


$1.50—. 
$1.72-$1.89+. 


$1.39+-. 


$1.75+. 
$2.00-$2.09-+-, 


$1.09—. 


$1.44—. 
$1.76-$1.90-+-, 


$1.11—. 


$1.46—. 
$1.79-$1.92+-. 


gy 


FRINGE 


BENEFITS 


FOR FEDERAL EMPLOYEES 


141 


Comparison CPC Grades, Classification Act, 1949, as amended, Army-Air Force 
Wage Board rates, and Occupational Wage Survey, Bureau of Labor Statistics, 


U. 8. Department of Labor—Continued 


City and position 


MONTGOMERY, ALA. 


Laborer, cleaners -- 
Fireman-laborer- -- 
Skilled helpers 
Skilled mechanics. - . 


MOBILE, ALA. 


Laborer, cleaners. 
Fireman-laborer 
Skilled helpers-.--- 
Skilled mechanics. - - 


BIRMINGHAM, ALA. 


Laborer, cleaners. 
Fireman-laborer 
Skilled helpers 
Skilled mechanics. . 


NASHVILLE, TENN 


Laborer, cleaners - 
Fireman-laborer 
Skilled helpers 
Skilled mechanics. . . 


CHATTANOOGA, TENN. 


Laborer, cleaners. 
Fireman-laborer 
Skilled helpers_-_-- 
Skilled mechanics. -. 


MEMPHIS, TENN.! 


Laborer, cleaners. 
Fireman-laborer 
Skilled helpers. -.- 
Skilled mechanics --- 


LEXINGTON, KY. 
Laborer, cleaners - - -- - - 
Fireman-laborer - 
Skilled helpers 
Skilled mechanics -- - 
LOUISVILLE, KY. 


Laborer, cleaners -__- 
Fireman-laborers - - . inte 


Skilled helpers 
Skilled mechanics - - - 


VICKSBUR®-JACKSON, MISS. 


Laborer, cleaners -__- . 
Fireman-laborer ‘ re 


Skilled helpers 
Skilled mechanics. -.- 


PENSACOLA, FLA. 
Laborer, cleaners - - -- - 


Fireman-laborer- -- 
Skilled helpers 


Skilled mechanics. -.......--....-.----} 


JACKSONVILLE, FLA. ! 


Laborers, cleaners. -_.-......--.------ 


Fireman-laborer - -- 
Skilled helpers 
Skilled mechanics 





CPC grade 


Grade 


> COO 


De CODD 


rim COBO 


o> 


rif CO BO 


a 


wo 


om 


3 


6 


> > Wd 


> wb 


Minimum and 
maximum 


$1. 16 -$1. 365 
1 ” 


227- 1 





1.32 - 1.528 | 


1. 54 - 1.77 


1.16 - 1.365 
1. 227— 1. 457 
1.32 — 1.528 
1.54 - 1.77 
1.16 - 1.365 
1. 227- 1. 457 
1.32 - 1.528 
L546 - 3.77 
1.16 - 1.365 
1. 227- 1.457 
1.32 - 1.528 
1. 54 - 1.77 
1.16 - 

1. 227- 

1.32 - 

1. 54 - 

1.16 — 1.365 
1, 227- 1.457 
1.32 - 1. 528 
1.54 - 1.77 














1.16 — 1.365 | 
1. 227- 1.457 | 
1.32 - 1.528 
1.54 -1.77 

1.16 - 1.365 
1. 227- 1.457 | 
1.32 - 1.528 
1.54 -1.77 | 
1.16 — 1.365 
1. 227- 1. 457 
1.32 - 1. 528 
1.54 - 1.77 

1.16 - 1.365 | 
1. 227- 1.457 
1.32 - 1. 528 
1.54 - 1.77 


Army-Air Force wage 
board—increase (+) or 
decrease (—) 


Occupational 
wage survey, 
Bureau of La- 


Grade 


bor Statistics— 
increase (+) or 
decrease (—), 
average wage 


Minimum and 
maximum 











2 $0. 95-$1.05—| None. 
3 1.02- 1.12— 
5 | 1. 14- 1. 26—| 
12) 1.581 74—| 
2 | 1. 24- 1.38+) None. 
3 | 1.31- 1. 45— 
5| = 1.43- 1.594 
12 | 1.79 1.97+ 
2 | 1, 20- 1.32—| $0.88—. 
3 | 1. 24- 1.38—| $1.11—. 
5 | 1.32- 1. 46—| 
12 | 1.61- 1.77 | $1.71-$1.89+. 
2 | 1.19 1.31—| None, 
3} 1.24 1.37- 
5 1.32- 1.46—| 
12 1. 638- 1.81+ 
2 1.09- 1.21—| None. 
3} 1.14 1.26-| 
5 1. 23~ 1.41—| 
12 1. 54— 1.70— 
| 

| 
2 | 1.11- 1.23—| $0.92—. 
3 1.18- 1.30—| 
5 1.31- 1.45—| $1.08—. 
12 | 1. 72- 1.90+] $1.69-$2.01+. 
2 | 1.19- 1.31—| None. 
3 1. 23- 1.35—} 
5 1. 30- 1.44—- 
12 1. 56- 1.72— 

| 

| 

2 1.43- 1. 59+) $1.06—. 
3 | 1.47— 1. 63+] 
5| 1, 57~ 1.78+/| $1.44-. 
12 1. 87- 2.07+| $1.93-$2.05+. 
2 .99- 1.09—| None. 
3 1. 07— 1.19— 
5 1. 23- 1.35— 
12 | 1. 62- 1. 79+ 

| 

| 
2 1.17— 1.29—| None. 
3 1. 23- 1.35— 
5 1. 35- 1.49— 
12 | 1.77- 1.95+} 
2 1.12- 1.24—| $0.78—. 
3 1.17- 1.29— 
5 | 1. 27- 1.41—| $1.23—. 
12| 1.62- 1.79+) $1.73-$1.96+. 





BENEFITS 


ind position 


Laborers, cleé 


Fireman-laborer 


Skilled mechanics 


Fireman-laborer 


Skilled mechanics 


Laborer-cleaners 


Skilled helpers 
Skilled mechanics 


WILMINCTON, 


Laborer, cleaners 
Fireman-laborer 
Skilled helpers 
Skilled mechani 


WINSTON-SALEM, 


Laborer, cleaners 


CHARLESTON, 8. 
Laborer, cleaners 


Skilled helpers 
Skilled mechanics 


Laborer, cleaners. 
Fireman-laborer 
Skilled helpers 
Skilled mechanics 


Laborer, cleaners 
Fireman-laborer 
Skilled helpers 
Skilled mechanics 


SPRINGFIELD, 


Laborer, cleaners 
Fireman-laborer 
Skilled helpers 


Skilled mechanics 










Laborer, cleaners - . 
Fireman-laborer 
Skilled helpers 
Skilled mechanics 





CPC grade 


Minimum and 


maximum 


Grade 
2| $1.16 
3 1. 227 
4 1. 32 
6 1. 54 
2 1.16 
3 1. 227 
4 1.32 
6 1. 54 
2 1.16 
3 1. 227 
4 1.32 
6 1. 54 
2 1 
3 Roa 
4 i 
6 ] 
2 i 
3 1 
1 1. 
6 ne 
2 1.16 - 
3 1, 227 
4 1.32 
6 1, 54 
2 1 
2 i 
4 1.3 
6 1 
2 1 
3 ] 
4 1 
6 1 
2 1.16 
3 1. 227. 
4 1. 32 
6 1. 54 


ao 


2 1. 16 
3 1, 227 
4 1.32 
6 1. 54 














— pt et pe 


$1. 365 


457 
528 


‘d 


365 
457 
528 


365 
457 
528 | 


‘4 





365 
457 
528 


365 
457 
528 


365 
457 
528 





365 
457 


Io & 


bo or bo 


>be 


nm 


nN orw to 


wow rn waowry 
et tt pant fe tae pat eet a pd bt et tet pat fk fet fet 
on 


528 


“1G 
— a et et 


ISG 
oe 


FOR FEDERAL EMPLOYEES 


Army-Air Force wage 
increase (+-) or 


Minimum and 
maximum 


26-$1 


1 
1 


L. 


36- 1. 
43- 1. 
. 69 1. 








Comparison CPC Grades, Classification Act, 1949, as amended, A rmy-Air Force 
Wave Board rates, and Occupational Wage Survey, Bureau of Labor Statistics, 
1. §. Department of Labor—Continued 


Occupational 
wage survey, 
Bureau of La- 
bor Statistics— 
se (+) or 
decrease (—), 
average wage 





increé 


None, 


$0.99—, 


$1.35—. 


$1.81-$2.06+-. 


None. 


None. 


None, 


| None, 


20—| None, 


| None, 


$1.42+. 


$1.73+. 
$2.05-$2.29-+-. 





None. 


98+-| 


None. 
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Comparison CPC Grades, Classification Act, 1949, as amended, Army-Air Force 
Wage Board rates, and Occupational Wage Survey, Bureau of Labor Statistics, 
U. 8S. Department of Labor—Continued 


City and position 


CPC grade 


| Grade 


HAMMOND, IND, 


Laborer, cleaners 
Fireman-laborer 
Skilled helpers | 
Skilled mechanies- - - 5 neers | 


INDIANAPOLIS, IND. 


Laborer, cleaners 
Fireman-laborer 
Skilled helpers 
Skilled mechanics 


MILWAUKEE, WIS. 


Laborer, cleaners - 
Fireman-laborer 
Skilled helpers 
Skilled mechanics 


DETROIT, MICH, 


Laborer, cleaners 
Fireman-laborer 
Skilled helpers 
Skilled mechanics 


LITTLE ROCK, ARE. 


Laborer, cleaners 
Fireman-laborer 
Skilled helpers 
Skilled mechanics 


FORT SMITH, ARK. 


Laborers, cleaners 
Fireman-laborer 
Skilled helpers_. 
Skilled mechanics 


OKLAHOMA CITY, OKLA 


Laborer, cleaners 
Fireman-laborer 
Skilled helper 
Skilled mechanics 


TULSA, OKLA 


Laborer, cleaners 
Fireman-laborer 
Skilled helpers 


Skilled mechanics 
MUSKOGEER, OKLA 


Laborer, cleaners 
Fireman-laborer 
Skilled helpers 
Skilled mechanics 


NEW ORLEANS, LA. 


Laborer, cleaners 
Fireman-laboret 
Skilled helpers 
Skilled mechanics 


DALLAS-FORT WORTH, TEX. 


Laborer, cleaners. 
Fireman-laborer 
Skilled helpers 
Skilled mechanics 


ae w 


bm CO bO 


Dm Coho 


Minimum and 


maximum 
$1.16 -$1. 365 
1, 227- 1. 457 
1.32 - 1.528 
1. 54 - 1.77 
1.16 - 1.365 | 
1, 227- 1. 457 | 
1.32 — 1. 528 
1.54 - 1.77 
1.16 — 1.365 
1, 227— 1. 457 
1.32 — 1. 528 
1. 54 - 1.77 
1. 1. 365 
1. 227- 1. 457 
1. 1, 528 
1. 1.77 
1.16 — 1.365 
1. 227- 1. 457 
1.32 - 1. 528 | 
1.54 - 1.77 
1.16 — 1.365 
1, 227- 1. 457 
1, 32 1. 528 
1.54 - 1.77 
1.16 1. 365 
1. 227— 1. 457 
1. 32 1. 528 
1.54 - 177 
1.16 ~ 1.365 
1. 227- 1. 457 
1.32 - 1. 428 
1. 54 1.77 
1.16 1. 365 
1. 227- 1. 457 
1.32 - 1.528 
1. 54 1.77 
1.16 - 1.36 
1. 227- 1. 457 
1.32 1. 528 
1.54 - 1.77 
1.16 -— 1.365 
1. 227- 1. 457 
1.32 - 1. 528 
1 pa 











Army-Air Force wage | Occupational 
board—increase (+) or | wage survey, 
decrease (—) | Bureau of La- 
bor Statistics— 
increase (+-) or 
decrease (—), 


Minimum and 











Grade maximum average wage 
| 
2/| $1. 49-$1.65+) None. 
3 1. 53- 1. 69+ 
5 1.62- 1.79+ 
12 1. 90- 2. 10+} 
2 1. 43— 1. 58+] $1.15.—. 
3 1. 47- 1.63+] 
5 1. 58- 1.74+]| $1.47.—. 
12 1.85- 2.05+] $1.72-$1.94+. 
2 1. 50- 1.66+] $1.45+. 
3 1. 54- 1. 70+ 
5 1.62- 1.79+] $1.66+. 
12 1. 89- 2.09+] $2.08-$2.19+. 
2|  1.67- 1.85+] $1.47+. 
3 1. 71- 1. 89+} 
5 1. 80- 1.98+-/| $1.86+-. 
12 2. 08- 2.30+]| $2.06-$2.17+. 
2 1.07- 1.19—| None. 
3 | 1. 12- 1.24—| 
5 1, 28- 1.42—| 
12 1.61- 1. 77+] 
| 
2 1.11- 1.23—| None. 
3 1.16- 1,28—| 
5 1. 24- 1, 38—| 
12 1. 56- 1, 72— 
2 1. 26- 1.40+] $0.98—. 
, 1. 30— 1. 44- 
F 1.38- 1.52—] $1.43- 
12 1. 65- 1. 83+] $1.63-$1.99+-. 
2 1. 24—- 1.38+] $1.12. 
3 1.29 1.43- 
§ 1. 38- 1. 52 $1,564 
12 1. 67— 1.85+]| $1.64-$2.05+- 
2 1.11- 1.23—| None 
3 1. 16— 1. 28- 
5 1.24- 1.28 
12 1. 56- 1.72— 
2 1. 1¢ 
3 1. 22 
5 1.32 
12 1. 69 . 
| 
2 1. 31- 1.45+ | $1.01—. 
3 1. 37- 1. 51+ | 
5 1.47- 1.63+ | $1.36—. 
2 1 $1.63-$1.91+. 
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City and position 


HOUSTON-GALVESTON-REAU MONT-PORT 


ARTHUR, TEX.! 





AMARILLO, TEX, 


Laborers, cleaners 
Fireman-laborers 
Skilled helpers 

Skilled mechanics 


LUBBOCK, TEX. 
Laborer, cleaners 
Fireman-laborers 
Skilled helper 
Skilled mechanics 


TEXARKANA, TEX. 


Laborer, cleaners 
Fireman-laborers 


Skilled helpers 
Skilled mechanics 


SAN ANTONIO-LAREDO, TEX.! 


er, cleaners 
nan-laborer 
killed helpers 


Skilled mechanics 





KANSAS CITY, MO.! 


Laborer, cleaners 
Fireman-laborer 
Skilled helpers 
Skilled mechanics 


ST. LOUIS, MO.! 


Laborer, cleaners 
Fireman-laborer 
Skilled helpers 
Skilled mechanics 


ROLLA, MO. 


Laborer, cleaners 
Fireman-laborer 
Skilled helpers 
Skilled mechanics 


ST. PAUL-MINNEAPOLIS, MINN.! 


Laborers, cleaners 
Fireman-laborer 
Skilled helpers ; 
Skilled mechanics 


DULUTH, MINN. 


Laborer, cleaners _. 
Fireman-laborer 
Skilled helpers 
Skilled mechanics 


m rn 


De CO BOD 





) grade 





FOR FEDERAL 


Minimum and | 
maximum 





16 -$1. 365 
227- 1. 457 
32 - 1.528 
54 - 1.77 
16 1. 365 
227- 1. 457 
32 - 1.528 
54 - 1.77 
16 — 1. 365 
227- 1. 457 
32 - 1.528 
54 - 1.77 
16 - 1.365 
227- 1. 457 
32 - 1. 528 
54 - 1.77 
.16 - 
227- 
32 - 
4. 
.16 - 1.365 
227- 1.457 
32 - 1, 528 
54 - 1.77 
16 - 1.365 
227- 1.457 | 
2 - 1,528 
1.77 
16 - 1.365 
227- 1.457 
1, 528 
54 - 1.77 
16 — 1.365 | 
227- 1.457 
32 - 1. 528 
54 - 1.77 
16 - 1,365 
227- 1. 457 
. 32 - 1, 528 
1 





EMPLOYEES 





Comparison CPO Grades, Classification Act, 1949, as amended, Army-Air Force 
Wage Board rates, and Occupational Wage Survey, Bureau of Labor Statistics, 





Army-Air Force wage 
(+) or 


Minimum and | 
maximum 


Now rn 


boon wb 


tp et he 


hoorwe rn 


er  ) 


wNoowrnd 


wNoawte 


tt et pet 


to or Ww bo 


mt pam el pend 


bor Statistics 
increase (+) or 
decrease (—), 
average wage 


34-$1. 48+-| $0.93-—. 


1. 544 


1. 664-| $1.71+. 
2.06+)| $1.91-$2.09+-. 


| 
50+-| None. 
45+ 
65+} 


96+ 


1.28—| None. 
1. 33— 
1.45— 
1 


86+ 


os—| None. 


None. 





.55+| $1.20—. 


. 69+] $1.70+. 
.99+)| $1.91-$2.04+-. 


1 
1. 61+ 
1 
1 


. 58+] $1.22—. 


1 
1, 64+- 
1 


. 75+| $1.79+. 
2.08+-| $1.93-$2.16+. 


1.45+| None. 
1. 50+-} 
1. 60+-| 
1. 88+] 


3- 1.59+-| $1. 27—. 
- 1. 63+ 
1.71+| $1.64+. 
1. 98+} $1.96-$2.16+. 


.60+) None. 
. 64+) 


Occupational 
wage survey, 
Bureau of La- 

| 
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Comparison CPC Grades, Classification Act, 1949, as amended, Army-Air Force 
Wage Board rates, and Occupational Wage Survey, Bureau of Labor Statistics, 
U. 8. Department of Labor—Continued 


City and position 


WICHITA, KANS.! 
Laborer, cleaners -. 
Fireman-laborer 
Skilled helpers 
Skilled mechanics 
DES MOINES, IOWA 


Laborer, cleaners - - 

Fireman-laborers 

Skilled helpers 

Skilled mechanics 
COUNCIL BLUFFS, IOWA 

Laborer, cleaners 

Fireman-laborers 

Skilled helpers 

Skilled mechanics 


OMAHA, NERR, 


Laborers, cleaners 

Firemen-laborers 

Skilled helpers 

Skilled mechanics 
APRERDEEN, 8. DAK. 

Laborers, cleaners 

Firemen-laborers 

Skilled helpers 

Skilled mechanics 


MISSOULA, MONT. 


Laborers, cleaners 

Firemen-laborers 

Skilled helpers 

Skilled mechanics 
POISE, IDAHO 

Laborers, cleaners 

Firemen-laborers 

Skilled helpers 

Skilled mechanics 


PORTLAND, ORE( 





Skilled mechanics 


SEATTLE, WASH 
Laborers, cleaners 
Fireman-laborer 
Skilled helpers 
Skilled mechanics 
LOS ANGELES-LONG REACH, CALIF 


Laborers, cleaner 

Fireman-laborer 

Skilled helpers 

Skilled mechanic 
SAN FRANCISCO-OAKLAND, CALI 

Laborer, cleaners 

Fireman-laborer 

Skilled helpers 

Skilled mechanies 


CPC grade 


Grade 


nw CO 


Dm CORD 


> CO DO 


> moor 


on 


Minimum and 


maximum 


1 
l 
l 
1 


16 
997 


32 


16 
227 
32 
54 


GIrwty 





16 - 


997 








$1 





365 
457 
528 


44 


365 
457 
528 


365 
457 
528 


365 
457 
528 


‘4 





365 


457 
528 





Army-Air Force wage 
board—increase (+) or 
decrease ( ) 


Minimum and 


Grade 
trade maximum 








2 $1. 26-$1. 40+ 
3 1, 30- 1. 444 
5 1. 39- 1. 538+ 
12 1. 65- 1. 83+-} 
2 1.18- 1.30— 
3 1, 22- 1. 34 
5 1,28- 1.42 
12 1. 55- 1. 71- 
2 1, 32- 1. 46+ 
3 1. 36- 1. 50+ 
5 1.42- 1. 564 
12 1, 63- 1. 81+ 
2 1.32- 1. 46+ 
3 1. 36— 1. 50+ 
5 1, 42- 1. 564 
12 1. 63- 1. 81+ 
2 38+ 
3 4] 
5 49 
12 75 
2 1. 48— 1. 64+ 
3 1. 51- 1.674 
5 1. 57- 1. 734 
12 1, 78- 1. 96+ 
2 1.35- 1. 494 
3 1, 38- 1. 52+ 
5 1. 44— 1. 60+ 
12 1. 68- 1. 864 
? 1. 58- 1.74 
l R¢ 
12 2.13 
2 1. 54- 1.70 
3 1. 57- 1.7 
1.64- 1.8 
12 1. 90- 2. 1 
2 1. 50- 1. 6¢ 
1. 54- 1.7 
5 ] 1. 804 
1? 1.91- 2.114 
2 1. 50 1. 75+ 
3 1. 62— 1. 79+ 
) 1. 68— 1. 86+ 
12 1. 98- 2. 18+ 





Occupational 
wage survey, 
Bureau of La- 
bor Statistics 
increase (+) or 
decrease (—) 
average wage 


None. 


None, 


None, 


None, 


None 


None. 


None. 


$1.84+- 
$2.13-$2.33+4. 
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Comparison CPC Grades, Classification Act, 1949, as amended, Army-Air Force 
Wage Board rates, and Occupational Wage Survey, Bureau of Labor Statistics, 
U.S. Department of Labor—Continued 


Army-Air Force wage Occupational 


CPC grade board—increase (+) or | wage survey, 
decrease (—) Burean of La- 
City and position - 5 bor Statistics—- 


imcrease (+) or 

Minimum and | , rads Minimum and | decrease (—), 
mrt > . 

maximum maximum average wage 





Grade 


SACRAMENTO, CALIF. 

Laborer, cleaners 2 $1. 16 -$1. 36 2 $1. 46-$1. 62+-| None. 
Firemar sborer 3 1. 227- 1.457 3 1. 50- 1. 664+ 
Skilled helper ; 4 1.32 - 1.528 5 1. 59= 1. 75+ 
Skilled me ani salvia 6 1. 54 - 1.77 12 1. 87— 2.07+ 

PHOENIX, ARIZ 
Lalx ] I 1.16 1. 365 ? 1.31- 1.454] $0.97—. 
Firema r 1.227- 1. 457 g 1.36- 1.504 
Skilled helpe 4 1.32 — 1.528 5 1.45- 1. 61+) $1.37—. 
Skille ect ics € 1. 54 1. 77 12 1. 80- 1.98+) $1.80-$1.93+-. 

TUCSON, ARIZ, 
Laborers, cleaners 2 1.16 - 1.36 4 1.34- 1.48+! None. 
Fireman-la>orer 3 1. 227- 1. 457 | 1.39- 1. 534 
Skilled helpers 4 1. 32 1. 558 | ) 1. 43- 1. 684 
Skilled mechanics 6 1. 54 1.77 12 1. 76- 1. 94+ 

DENVER, COLO. ! | 
Laborers, cleaners 2 1.16 1. 365 2 1. 39- 1. 534+) $1.12— 
Fireman-laborer 3 | 1.227- 1.457 | 3 1. 43- 1. 584 
Skilled helper 4 1.32 - 1.528 5 1. 50- 1. 66+] $1.53+. 
Skilled mechanics 6 1.54 - 1.77 12 1. 76- 1.944] $1.78-$1.90+-. 

SALT LAKE CITY-OGDEN, UTAH ! 

Laborers, cleaners 2 1.16 - 1.365 | 2 1. 40- 1. 54+| $1.08—. 
Foreman-lat orer ‘ 3 1. 227- 1.457 | 3 1.45- 1.614 
Skilled helpers { 1.32 - 1.528 5 1. 55-- 1.714-| $1.55+- 
Skilled mechanics 6} 154-1.77 12 1. 82- 2.02+) $1.79-$1.89+-. 





The CHarrMan. Our next witness is Mr. N. P. Weathersby, presi- 
dent of District No. 44 of the International Association of Machinists. 
We are very glad to have you with us today, Mr. Weathersby. 


STATEMENT OF N. P. WEATHERSBY, PRESIDENT, DISTRICT NO. 44, 
INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MACHINISTS 


Mr. WeatuHersspy. My name is N. P. Weathersby, and I am presi- 
dent of District No. 44 of the International Association of Machin- 
ists. District No. 44 is composed of members of the International 
Association of Machinists who work for the Federal Government 
throughout the 48 States and insular possessions. 

These Federal employees are employed in the Government Print- 
ing Office, the Bureau of Engraving and Printing, the mail equip- 
ment shops, naval shipyards, naval air stations, naval ordnance sta- 
tions, Army ordnance stations and depots, Marine and Coast Guard 
bases, Air Force fields, the Alaskan Railroad, the Panama Canal 
Company, and various hydroelectric projects under the Department 
of the Interior. 

I desire to express my appreciation to this committee for the op- 
portunity to testify on 8. 2665 which, if enacted into law, would af- 
fect the working conditions of a sizable portion of the people which 
I am privileged to represent. 
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Our organization has for many years encouraged our Government 
to adopt a realistic approach to meeting the level of fringe benefits 
and pay scales enjoyed by private industry employees. 

Our organization supports most of the provisions of S. 2665, and 
we respectfully ask this committee to amend some of the provisions 
so as to more nearly meet those fringe benefits which are accepted 
as common practice in private industry. 

In the interest of conserving the time of this committee, I will limit 
my testimony to those portions of the bill which our organization 
would like to see amended. 

We would like to see section 203 which deals with pay for call-back 
overtime, changed so as to provide that at least 4 hours’ pay be re- 
quired at time and one-half rates for such overtime worked. Our 
reasons for requesting this change are that, in many of our Govern- 
ment field installations, it is common practice for employees to travel 
a total of 2 hours to reach his place of work from his home and to 
return. 

Employees who are called back to their stations for unscheduled 
overtime after completing the regular day shift, or on nonwork days, 
should receive compensatory pay which is in excess of the time and 
one-half hourly rate for time spent in traveling to and from his home 
to his unscheduled assignment of overtime work. 

A guaranty of 4 hours at time and one-half rates for call-back 
overtime duty has become standard practice in union-management 
agreements and we respectfully recommend that the committee give 
serious consideration to amending this bill to conform with such 
practice, 

In respect to section 401, we respectfully recommend that the com- 
mittee consider paying true time and one-half rates to all employees 
who are required to work or be in a standby status in excess of the 
regular basic workday. 

Our reasons for this proposal are that we anticipate many varied 
and troublesome applications of the provisions of the bill if enacted 
into law as written. There is grave danger that certain positions 
would be administratively considered to be within the scope of this 
section which do not properly belong therein. 

Many violations of the basic workday and week would undoubt- 
edly result through unchallenged administrative decisions, and there- 
by become gradually accepted as practice based upon precedent. 

Our organization is very much concerned about the Department 
and agency administrative discretion proposed in section 604 of this 
bill. According to our interpretations, the proposed amendments 
would, in most instances, further aggravate a condition which has 
been a source of much displeasure to the Federal employees. We have 
experienced hundreds of complaints from Federal employees who 
have had their basic workweek administratively changed for the pur- 
pose of requiring their services on Saturday, and/or Sunday at 
straight-time hourly rates. 

Administrative decisions of this nature have been a source of much 
agitation to Federal employees, and they recognize such practice as a 
means of circumventing the principle of a basic workweek of Monday 
through Friday for the purpose of getting work performed on either 
a 6- or 7-day basis without the payment of premium pay for Saturday 
and/or Sunday work. 
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Many of these basic workweeks have been administratively changed 
for emergency reasons, or for the purpose of meeting scheduled com- 
mitments which were not being met through no fault of the employees 
affected. 

We respectfully request that the committee amend this section so as 
to provide that a basic workweek shall be mandatorily required to be 
Monday through Friday, except for a continuous operation on a 7-day 
basis as a continuing uninterrupted requirement of the Department, 
establishment, or agency. 

Our organization wishes to commend the chairman of this com- 
mittee for introducing this bill which contains many fringe provi- 
sions which have been long overdue to the Federal employee, such as 
uniform allowances, amended policy for overtime to classified em- 
ployees, increase in the number of positions in grades 16, 17, and 18, 
extension of longevity increases from GS-11 through GS-15, and 
compensation for time in a travel status. 

We honestly believe that if the committee will accept the above- 
recommended changes to this bill, S. 2665, it will materially enhance 
the Government’s position in attracting and maintaining loyal and 
efficient employees in the Government service. 

I particularly notice, Senator, your remarks in answer to 2 or 3 
witnesses that if this goes into the question of rates of pay, that you 
will hold hearings and give us a chance to appear. 

The Crarrman. Mr, Weathersby, you will be given that oppor- 
tunity. 

Mr. Weatuerspy. Thank you. 

I wish to express my appreciation again to the chairman and mem- 
bers of this committee for the opportunity of testifying as to our 
viewpoints on 8. 2665. Thank you. 

The CuatrmMan. Thank you very kindly, and your suggestions will 
be given consideration. 

The next witness is Mr. Gregory Prince, of the Association of 
American Railroads. 


Mr. Prince, we are happy to have you with us this morning. 


STATEMENT OF GREGORY PRINCE, GENERAL SOLICITOR, 
ASSOCIATION OF AMERICAN RAILROADS 


Mr. Prince. Mr. Chairman, my name is Gregory Prince. I am the 
generi al solicitor of the Association of American Railroads. 

In the interest of conserving your time, with your permission, I 
would like to have my statement included in the record as though 
read, and I will give a brief résumé of it. 

The Cuarrman. I would appreciate it very much if you would give 
a brief summary, because I have a commitment to leave here at 12 
o’clock to make a speech. 

Mr. Prince. The railroads’ situation is very much the same as that 
of the airlines, which has already been described to you by Mr. Reiber. 
And for that reason, again, I can shorten my presentation because 
you are familiar with the voubbetn. 

We are obliged to pay the overtime compensation for customs and 
immigration inspectors. We don’t think that that is properly charge- 
able to us, at least insofar as it applies to regularlv scheduled opera- 
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tions. We can see some basis for our paying it when inspectors are 
called on at unusual hours for unscheduled work so that the service 
cannot arrange their shifts to meet the requirements. 

So, we have always expressed a willingness to continue paying the 
overtime with respect to the unscheduled operations. But insofar 
as the scheduled operations are concerned, we think that is a Gov- 
ernment function, that these employees are enforcing Government 
laws, and we think it is in accord with the general policy of the Gov- 
ernment that only the Government should pay Government employees 
for performance of those services. 

However, the problem with which you are most concerned, I am 
sure, is the pay schedule. I give you the other merely as a matter 
of background. 

The pay schedules which we must abide by in reimbursing the 
Government for these overtime payments is set forth in special statu- 
tory prov isions. 

The Crarrman. May I ask if they are the same as for the airlines? 

Mr. Prince. Yes, sir; exactly the same provisions. 

Section 267 of title 19 sets forth the basis of overtime pay in these 
situations, and I would like to read to you that portion that fixes the 
basis for overtime rates: 

One-half day’s additional pay for each 2 hours or fraction thereof of at least 
1 hour that the overtime extends beyond 5 o’clock postmeridian (but not to exceed 
2% days’ pay for the full period from 5 o’clock postmeridian to 8 o'clock ante- 
meridian), and 2 additional days’ pay for Sunday or holiday duty. 

aun ou can see how greatly in excess of the rates that are set up under 

. 2665 these partic ‘ular rates are. 

The overtime rates are tere r for the immigration inspectors. 
They are set out under section : c) of 5 United States Code. 

I would like to give you seve ma Avi bntit to show you what the pay 
is for these inspectors under this rt as compared with what 
they would receive under schedules set up under S. 2665, if I have 
interpreted this bill correctly, and perhaps I may not have in some 
instances. 

Take the man who is called to work from 5 p. m. to 6 p. m. in over- 
time. Under your schedule, assuming his base rate of pay is $2.46 
per hour, because that is approximately what the base rate is for the 
customs inspectors, he would get time and one-half, as I understand 
it. He would receive $3.69 for that work, whereas, under our schedule, 
he would receive a half day’s pay, or $9.84 for that 1 hour. We don’t 
think that is right. That is in the nature of a penalty. 

Take another case which is an even more aggravated situation: 
A man is called back to work—this is on a weekday—at 9 p. m. in 
the evening for 1 hour’s work, from 9 p. m. to 10 p.m. Under your 
schedule, as I interpret it, he would be entitled, under the call-back 
provision of section 203, to 2 hours of pay, even though he only worked 
1 hour when he came back at 9 p. m., and would get time and one-half 
for each hour. That would give him $7.38, if I interpret it correctly. 

Under our schedule, he would be entitled to $29.52 in overtime for 
that 1 hour of work, because under Treasury regulations he is entitled 
to a half day’s pay for the period between 5 and 7 o’clock, a half 
day’s pay for the period between 7 and 9 o’clock, and a half day’s pay 
for the 1 hour he worked, because that is the rate “for each 2 hours or 
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fraction thereof of at least 1 hour.” Furthermore, they have a rule 
which won’t permit you to call an inspector back for less than 1 hour’s 
work ; even though it takes only 20 minutes, it is counted as 1 hour, and 
that brings him within the rule of 2 hour’s work and he gets a half 
day’s pay. 

So, he would get a full day and a half in pay for working that 1 
hour between 9 p. m. and 10 p. m., on a weekday. We think that can 
only be called a penalty. That isn’t just strictly overtime. 

The Cuairman. Do you have some of these illustrations in your 
statement ¢ 

Mr. Prince. Yes, sir; they are in my statement. 

Moreover, we can’t help it. We have to suit our service to the 
convenience of the traveling public, and we don’t think we should be 
subjected to penalty rates. 

I would like to give one other brief example, which I think illus- 
trates the extreme nature of the penalties. 

One of our members operates a service between Vancouver and 
Seattle, and upon arrival, at 9 p. m., there is about 1 hour of work to do. 
Those men come on, just as in the hypothetical case I gave you—they 
come on and put in 1 hour’s work at 9 p.m. It takes about 8 men to 
do the job, on the average. It costs about $30 a man for 8 men, so they 
pay $240 for that 8 man-hours of service. Over a 514-month period in 
1952 it cost that one railroad $35,428, which is an average of about 
$6,440 a month. On the average, 8 men worked each night, and if the 
same men worked throughout the month, it would mean payments of 
approximately $805 per man each month in overtime alone. 

Now, we just don’t think that is right. It is not overtime; it is a 
penalty, and it is a penalty for something we cannot avoid. We feel 
that we are entitled to some relief, and recommend this for your earnest 
consideration. ; 

The Cuarmman. We appreciate your statement, and I will assure you 
we are going to look into it. 

Mr. Prince. Thank you. 

The CuHatrman. Your statement will be made a part of the record. 

(The formal statement of Mr. Prince follows :) 


STATEMENT OF GREGORY S. PRINCE, GENERAL SOLicrror, ASSOCIATION OF AMERICAN 
RAILROADS 


My name is Gregory S. Prince. I am general solicitor of the Association of 
American Railroads, which is a voluntary association composed principally of 
what are known as class I railroads. Its members operate about 95 percent of 
all railroad mileage and their annual revenues amount to about 95 percent of the 
total annual revenues of all railroads. I am submitting my statement in behalf 
of that association and its members, and more particularly the railroads which 
operate to, from, and across the Canadian and Mexican borders. 

We seek the correction of an inequitable situation that has existed for a long 
time. In order to understand this situation it is necessary to present to you 
briefly certain background information. 

By reason of statutory provisions contained in sections 1450, 1451, and 1451a 
of title 19 of the United States Code, the railroads, the air lines, and the boat lines 
are required to reimburse the Government for overtime compensation paid to 
customs inspectors. Similarly, by reason of statutory provisions contained in 
sections 342c and 342d of title 5 of the United States Code, the railroads, the air- 
lines, and the boat lines are required to reimburse the Government for overtime 
compensation paid to immigration inspectors, except that by reason of an amend- 
ment in 1940, the railroads and the airlines are relieved of making reimbursement 
in case of inspections at designated ports of entry, when operating on regular 
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schedules. I am not informed as to how effective this relief is for the airlines, 
but for the railroads its affords little relief because most of the inspections for 
immigration purposes on trains are made “en route to the port of entry” rather 
than “at the port of entry,” and such inspections have been held not to be within 
the exemption. 

The rates of extra compensation for overtime services that these carriers are 
required to pay are set forth in special statutory provisions applicable to these 
particular classes of Federal employees. The provision prescribing the rate of 
overtime compensation for customs inspectors is set forth in section 267 of title 
19 of the United States Code, and the provision prescribing the rate of overtime 
compensation for immigration inspectors is set forth in section 342c of title 5 
of the United States Code. I propose to deal principally with the question of the 
inequitable nature of the rates of overtime compensation, but before doing so I 
would like to outline very briefly the reasons why we feel it is improper that these 
carriers should be required to reimburse the Government for overtime services 
performed by customs and immigration inspectors. 

The basic proposition is that these inspection services are performed for the 
purpose of enforcing the laws of the United States and it is the general policy 
of the Government, set forth in statutory provisions (18 U. S. C. 1914) that no 
xovernment official or employee shall receive any salary in connection with his 
services as such official or employee from any source other than the Government 
of the United States. The situation here presented represents an exception to 
the philosophy of that policy and no sufficient reason exists for such an exception. 
It is sometimes given as a reason for this exception that the performance of 
customs and immigration inspections at night or on Sundays or holidays is 
primarily for the convenience and benefit of the carriers and therefore that the 
reimbursement of the Government by the carriers for such services is justified. 
In our judgment this is an unjustifiable view. Common carriers such as rail- 
roads and airlines are obliged to render service as needed to meet the convenie”ce 
and necessities of the traveling and shipping public. With due regard for this 
obligation it would be impossible to schedule their operations in such a way as 
not to cross international borders at night or on Sundays or holidays. Also it 
is unthinkable that the public would tolerate the holding up of carriers at border 
points overnight or over Sundays and holidays so that customs and immigration 
inspections could be performed only in the daytime or on ordinary weekdays. 
Vie believe this to be obvious. Therefore, customs and immigration services are 
necessarily going to have to be performed at night and on Sundays and holidays 
if the laws of the United States are to be enforced. We believe it to be the 
proper obligation of the Government to adopt such measures as are necesss iry to 
enable it to enforce the customs and immigration laws with the least possible 
inconvenience to the public. We believe also that the Government’s obligation to 
meet the convenience and necessities of the traveling and shipping publie is 
equally as great as that of the carriers and, therefore, in essence, arrangements 
to perform customs and immigration inspection services at night and on Sundays 
and holidays are in the general public interest rather than in the particular 
interest of the carriers. 

Finally, the current provisions of law relating to overtime compensation are 
discriminatory as between carriers. Buses and trucks are relieved from the 
obligation of reimbursing the Government for these overtime services while 
the railroads and the airlines are burdened by these requirements. Such a result 
is contrary to the philosophy set forth in the declaration of policy contained in 
the Transportation Act of 1940 providing for fair and equal treatment of 
competing forms of transportation. 

Accordingly, we feel that the requirement for reimbursement to the Govern- 
ment for overtime services of customs and immigration inspectors is unwar- 
ranted, except with respect to nonscheduled operations to which reference will 
be made later. 

We come now to a consideration of the rates of compensation for overtime 
services that determine the amount for which we must make reimbursement to 
the Government. 

Section 267 of title 19 provides that the Secretary of the Treasury shall fix 
a “reasonable” rate of extra compensation for overtime services of customs in- 
spectors, but then goes on to set forth a highly unreasonable and burdensome 
basis for the fixing of such rates which appears to leave the Secretary of the 
Treasury with no discretion in the matter. The basis prescribed is ‘one-half 
day’s additional pay for each 2 hours or fraction thereof at least 1 hour that 
the overtime extends beyond 5 o’clock postmeridian (but not to exceed 2% days’ 
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pay for the full period from 5 o’clock postmeridian to 8 o’clock antemeridian), 
and 2 additional days’ pay for Sunday or holiday duty.” 

The basis set forth in section 342c of title 5 for immigration inspectors is 
precisely the same, the only difference being that the Attorney General fixes 
the rate of extra compensation for overtime services of immigration inspectors 
rather than the Secretary of the Treasury. 

It is only necessary to read these overtime provisions to see how burdensome 
they are in comparison with the overtime rates proposed for other Government 
employees in title II of S. 2665. However, a few comparisons and examples 
may serve to point up the burdensome nature of the rates prescribed in section 
267 of 19 U.S. C. and section 342¢ of 5 U. 8. C. 

Under S. 2665, the overtime hourly rate of compensation is normally 1% times 
the hourly rate of the employee’s basic compensation. Thus if an employee 
covered by the Federal Employees Pay Act whose basic compensation was $2.46 
per hour (this being the approximate base rate for customs inspectors) worked 
overtime from 5 p. m. to 6 p. m., he would receive $3.69 in compensation for that 
service. On the other hand, if a customs inspector performed overtime services 
from 5 p. m. to 6 p. m. on a weekday, he would receive one-half day’s pay, or $9.84, 
for that hour’s work. 

Let’s take the case of a man who finished work at 5 p. m. and was called back 
for 1 hour’s service beginning at 9 p.m. on a weekday. As I understand it, under 
S. 2665 such an employee would be entitled to 2 hours’ pay, in accordance with the 
eall-back provision of section 203, and such pay would be at 11% times the basic 
hourly rate. Thus, he would be entitled to $7.38 for his overtime services. In 
the same situation, a customs inspector would receive $29.52 in overtime pay, 
or 14% days’ full pay. This is pay at 12 times the basic hourly rate. 

Such a result would seem to be impossible even under section 267 because an 
ordinary reading of that provision would lead you to believe that the employee in 
that situation would be entitled to only one-half day’s additional pay for the 1 
hour of overtime, because an employee is entitled to one-half day’s additional pay 
for each 2 hours or fraction thereof of at least 1 hour. However, the Treasury 
Department has interpreted this provision in such a way that in addition to the 
half-day’s pay for the time actually worked between 9 and 10 o’clock, the em- 
pioyee would receive a half-day’s pay for each of the 2 periods of 2 hours 
between 5 o’clock and 7 o’clock and between 7 o'clock and 9 o’clock even though 
he were not performing any service and might be at home eating dinner and 
relaxing between 5 o’clock and 9 o’clock. ‘This interpretation is set forth in 
Treasury Decision 51149, as amended, which is carried as title 19, section 24.16 
(g) of the Code of Federal Regulations, the pertinent part of which is here 
quoted : 

“(g) Rate for night service. The reasonable rate of extra compensation for 
authorized overtime services performed by customs employees at night on any 
weekday is hereby fixed at one-half of the gross daily rate of regular pay of the 
employee who performs the service for each 2 hours of compensable time, any 
fraction of 2 hours amounting to at least 1 hour to be counted as 2 hours. The 
compensable time shall be the period between the beginning of the night and the 
conclusion of the services if the employee is assigned and reports for duty before 
the expiration of the first 4 hours of the night; the period between the time the 
employee is assigned and reports for duty and the conclusion of the services, plus 
4 hours, if the time of assignment is after the expiration of the first 4 and before 
the beginning of the last 2 hours of the night; or 2 hours if the employee is 
assigned and reports for duty 2 hours or less before the end of the night.” 

This is a particularly burdensome feature of overtime expense and it is by no 
means rare in its application. Consider, for instance, the results of the operation 
of this rule in connection with a boat service operated by one of our member 
railroads between Vancouver and Seattle on a daily schedule during the summer 
season. The boats arrive at 9 p. m. and the inspectors are occupied for approxi- 
mately 1 hour in making their examinations. The railroad is required to reim- 
burse the Government for 1% days’ pay (approximately $30) for each inspec- 
tor performing this single hour of service. In other words, this is the very case 
described in the second of the 2 hypothetical situations discussed previously. 
lor the 54% months of the summer period operation in 1952, the railroad paid 
$35,428 for customs overtime service, or approximately $6,440 per month. On 
the average, 8 men worked each night and if the same men worked throughout 
the month it would mean payments of approximately $805 per man each month 
in overtime alone. 
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Let me cite one other example of how these overtime provisions operated in 
connection with the overtime services performed by 1 customs inspector in the 
month of December 1951, at Portal, N. Dak. This inspector worked a total of 
20 hours of overtime, spread over 9 different days, for which he received a total 
of $209.44, or approximately $10 per hours on the average. The number of hours 
worked and the amount received on each of these days was as follows: 


Amount 


Date Hours worked received 

Dec. 4 1 hour, 15 minutes_... $9. 52 
Dec. 5 | 1 hour, 15 minutes 9. 52 
Dec. 6 1 hour__- 28. 56 
Dec. 9 6 hours, 30 minutes 38. 08 
Dec. 16 | 4 hours 38. 08 
Dec. 18 ‘ . |} 1 hour, 30 minutes- 9. 52 
Dec. 19 } 1 hour... L ; | 28. 56 
Dee, 21 | 1 hour_- 9. 52 
Dec. 30 2 hours, 30 minutes-_-- 38. 08 

Total_- ..| 20 hours... 209. 44 


Thus it is clear that the rates the railroads are obliged to pay for overtime 
services of customs and immigration inspectors are in the nature of a penalty. 
However, there is no occasion for imposing a penalty on the carriers on account 
of this service. It is not caused by any act of wrongdoing on the part of the 
railroads but rather it is necessitated by the furnishing of the type of service 
necessary to serve the needs of the public. Such a situation is unjust and should 
not be allowed to continue. From time to time attempts have been made to 
justify these burdensome payments on the ground that the men are called out 
to perform service at all sorts of odd hours, more or less at the whim of the 
carriers. The fact is, however, that most of the overtime services which the 
customs and immigration inspectors are called upon to perform are in connec- 
tion with regularly scheduled operations. For instance, during the year 1952, 
one railroad paid out $162,197 for customs overtime inspection on regularly 
scheduled trains and boats and only $4,019 in connection with nonscheduled 
operations. Another railroad paid $20,154.57 during the year 1952 for customs 
inspection in connection with regularly scheduled trains and only $352.28 for 
inspection of other than regularly scheduled trains. The best approximation 
we have been able to make is that the railroads paid out during 1952 about 
$584,000 by way of reimbursement for customs overtime services, of which 
approximately $460,000 was in connection with regularly scheduled operations 
and $74,000 in connection with nonscheduled operations. 

Our estimate of the amount reimbursed for overtime compensation of immi- 
gration inspectors for 1952 is approximately $115,000. The proportion of this 
represented by regularly scheduled operations was not obtained, but it is 
believed to be in approximately the same ratio as reimbursement for customs 
overtime services. 

I should point out that if it is felt that the railroads should be required to 
make reimbursement of overtime compensation for services performed in con- 
nection with nonscheduled operations, we have in the past expressed a willing- 
ness to do this and are still ready to accept a requirement of this kind. 

In the situation described there exists a burdensome inequity against, the 
railroads for which there is no justification. Likewise there exists an equally 
unjustifiable discrimination as between various Federal employees. We see no 
reason why all employees whose base salaries are uniformly fixed under the 
Classification Act of 1949, as amended, should not be subject to uniform premium 
pay provisions. The premium compensation provision set forth in title II of §. 
2665 afford a basis for providing fair and reasonable overtime compensation for 
Government employees performing overtime work under all conceivable condi- 
tions, including those confronting customs and immigration inspectors. 

We believe that the full relief to which we are entitled would involve the 
modification of the reimbursement provisions of the law so as to relieve the 
railroads, the airlines, and the boat lines of the obligation to reimburse the 
Government for overtime services performed by customs and immigration in- 
spectors in connection with all regularly scheduled operations. However, if 
the committee should feel that the only question sermane to this bill is the 
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determination of the rates of overtime compensation, without regard to who 
should bear the ultimate cost, your committee is urged to amend S. 2665 in such 
a way as to make its provisions applicable in connection with the payment of 
overtime compensation to customs and immigration inspectors. I have not 
worked out the technical amendments necessary to accomplish this objective, 
but it would appear to be necessary, in any event, to include amendments to 
section 267 of title 19, U. S. C., and to section 342¢ of title 5, U. S. C., eliminating 
the language quoted above herein from those two sections and substituting 
language to the effect that the rates provided for therein should be fixed on 
the basis of those set forth in the Federal Employees Pay Act of 1945, as amended. 

The Cuatrman. The next witness is Mr. Oscar Rexer, Jr. Is Mr. 
Rexer here? 

Are there any other witnesses that want to testify ¢ 


STATEMENT OF JOHN J. MURPHY, PRESIDENT, CUSTOMS 
INSPECTORS ASSOCIATION AT PORT OF NEW YORK 


Mr. Murrny. If I may, Senator, my name is John J. Murphy, and 
I am president of the Customs Inspectors Association, at the port of 
New York, which, as you know, is the largest and busiest. port in the 
world. 

I am also speaking today for the wages-and-hours committee of the 
National Customs Association, of which Alfred Beiter is the national 
president. 

We would like to have your permission and the permission of your 
committee to insert a statement in the record immediately following 
that of the Air Transport Association, and if we could have that per- 
mission I would appreciate it very much. 

The Cuarrman. I see no objection, whether it be in the record fol- 
lowing that of the Air Transport Association or someplace else. 

Mr. Murruy. Now, Mr. Chairman, I would like to make a very 
brief oral statement. 

The CHarrMan. It will be fine if you can make it brief, sir. 

Mr. Murruy. There have been some very serious matters brought 
forth here this morning, and, as usual, when legislation of overtime 
comes up the carriers exaggerate beyond all reason these conditions. 
Obviously, if such conditions were more than isolated the customs serv- 
ice would not enjoy the reputation it has had for the past 175 years. 

Now, many of these statements are misleading. Some of them are 
inaccurate and all of them are exaggerated. 

The examples of the high earnings, I can assure you, are isolated. 
The study which is referred to here points that out. It is true that 
there are enough of them to make a case, as far as our story goes. 
However, let’s take the port of New York, where we had over 30,000 
overtime assignments on cargo alone last year, without a single com- 
plaint. At the air ports there were in excess of 31,000 assignments, and 
I believe that the gentleman from the Air Transport Association has 
referred to 2 of them. I haven’t had an opportunity to check whether 
or not it is correct, or whether his mathematics are correct. 

There was one statement made that the carriers have no way of pre- 
venting this. That is entirely incorrect. It is intentionally mislead- 
ing, since the law requires it, as is very well known by Mr. Reiber. The 
number of inspectors to be assigned to the particular operation is at 
the request of the carrier. 
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I would like to point out 1 case which was mentioned here, in San 
Antonio, where men were alleged to have made in excess of $6,000. 
The statement there is only half of the story. What was not said was 
that the airline in question had been requested continuously since 1951 
by the Bureau of Customs to change their schedule, which they refused 
to do. A half-hour change in the schedule would cut the charges 50 
percent. The employees concerned have requested that the number of 
men be reduced. On a number of occasions they have suggested that 
fewer employees be assigned, but the airline has insisted that the cus- 
toms employees were needed in order to have a quick turnabout for 
the plane. 

Now, naturally, the supervisors know how many men should be as- 
signed. We may assign 3 men, but the airline requests that 7 be 
assigned, and, naturally, you make the charges much higher. I’m 
pointing up the fact that customs is being blamed here for a situation 
over which they have no control. A man over on the other side of the 
counter may be the one making the decision. He says he wants X num- 
ber of men, but then he complains about the law providing 
reimbursement. 

Also, the statement about it being an illegal operation to reimburse 
the Government on this, I think that is a very strange interpretation 
of the statute there. The statute referred to by this gentleman, and 
the statute of February 1911, under which overtime is worked, are not 
in conflict, in any sense of the word. 

Rather than these large amounts for passengers, as has been men- 
tioned, I believe the statement was made that it cost something like 
$25 to clear a passenger. Nothing could be more greatly exaggerated 
than that. We have roughly worked up some figures, and I can tell 
you that at the port of New York, which handled approximately 50 
percent of all this traffic, the figure there for overtime costs is some- 
where in the neighborhood of 45 cents or 46 cents per passenger, and 
of that amount, 40 percent of it is paid by the foreign airlines, which 
of course the Air Transport Association does not represent. 

We find that on a Sunday an inspector at the Idlewild Airport in 
New York will prorate his 2 days pay over 9 or 10 airlines, so that in- 
stead of 1 airline having to pay anywhere near these amounts men- 
tioned, his salary is split up, so that the cost per carrier is very small. 

We feel that these instances which have been pointed out, that in 
most cases there were reasonable and logical explanations for them, 
because the record does not begin to show the actual story, be- 
cause there are large amounts of waiting time. Reference has been 
made here to a man who earned $39 for 1 hour’s work. I can assure 
you that when you look into that, you will find that the man undoubt- 
edly put in the actual required 9 hours on that day, and that 8 hours 
was spent in waiting for the airline to give him a proper notification of 
the arrival of the plane. 

The schedules on the airlines are notoriously poor. In fact, in 
the press there is never any time noted. They say to call up the air- 
line, due to the fact that the planes may be off schedule. It is nothing 
for a scheduled plane to be 2 hours, 10 hours, or 1 or 2 days off 
schedule. The schedule is that unreliable. 

So, when reference is made to scheduled operations, it is just not 
realistic. 
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There is another thing that has not been mentioned: At San 
Antonio, the Bureau of Ci ustoms pays in excess of $90,000 a year to 
maintain the force down there for the regular official service, and 
that is for the convenience of one single airline. And, frankly, Mr. 
Chairman, I think that in a matter of this kind, where we are trying 
to save money and Customs is operating in this next fiscal year with 
a reduced budget, I think it might be well to consider extending the 
reimbursement provisions, rather than extending free service to 
carriers. 

I would like to take just one more moment of your time, if I may, 
to point out that in my own case, as far as I am concerned, I am 
a regular working inspector - aa York. I am here on annual 
leave from my job. Last year I didn’t make $39 or $40 an hour 
in overtime. I had the average overtime in our port, which was a 
gross of $1,700. When you take tax from that, it is somewhere in 
the neighborhood of $1,300 or $1,400, and from that I must deduct 
the expense of traveling, which is not reimbursable, and the extra 
meals which I would not normally have, bringing the total down 
to maybe $1,200, or less, which is not exactly $40 an hour. 

The principle of reimbursement has been well established since 
1911, and before. The facts are very simple: The Government, at 
great expense, provides service during the regular official hours of 
business. What has not been mentioned here “by the carrier is that 
this service is all outside of official hours, and reimbursement is in 
there to prevent unusual requests which, even with the present rates, 
are excessive—as in the case I pointed out, in San Antonio, where 
they asked for 7 men instead of 3, to clear the plane, at a much greater 
expense. 

In conclusion, Senator, I would like to say that I am very appre- 
ciative of this opportunity to speak to you. I know that you are 
pressed for time, but these charges reflect. very seriously not only on 
the personnel and inspectors of the customs service, but they reflect 
as well on the administration of the customs service. And I think 
it is a most unfair charge, because I doubt very much whether you 
will find in any agency of the Gov oe better administration than 
in the Bureau of Customs. 

The CHarrman. Mr. Murphy, you have a very fine organization, 
and we appreciate your statement. We are going to look ‘into all of 
these phases. 

There are always two sides to every problem, but I would suggest 
if there are some of these situations that are very flagrant, that you 
should try to help us work them out. 

Mr. Murpny. I neglected to mention, sir, that since 1951 we have 
worked hand in hand with the Bureau to ferret out each and every 
one, and I think it is fair to say right now that none exists. 

The Cxarman. Thank you. 

We have a statement here from Congressman Harvey, which he 
requests to be inserted in the record. Also, statements by George A. 
Isaac, Union 1310, AFL International Brotherhood of Electric 
Workers; Ernest Frazier, legislative assistant, National Alliance of 
Postal Employees, and C. B. Gravitt, Jr., secretary and legislative 
representative, National Association of District Postmasters; and 
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Isadore Rosenthal, legislative director, National Association Federal 
Career Employees. 
(The statements referred to follow :) 


STATEMENT BY RALPH HARVEY, REPRESENTATIVE IN THE CONGRESS FOR THE 10TH 
District OF INDIANA 


Mr. Chairman and members of the Senate Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service, my name is Ralph Harvey. I am a Representative in the Congress for 
the 10th District of Indiana. 

My purpose in appearing before the committee is to express my support of 
S. 2665. I would like to suggest as an amendment to 8S. 2665 the contents of a 
bill which I introduced in the House, H. R. 1553. 

The reason that I believe that this amendment should be included is that it 
would enable the Federal agencies, particularly the United States Department of 
Agriculture, to recruit men of experience and training from the ranks of those 
who have been serving at the State or local level in capacities other than as a 
cooperative agent in the cooperative extension work. 

Additional experienced individuals are urgently needed for conducting pro- 
grams directly under appointment by Federal departments or agencies. State 
officers or employees previously engaged in Federal-State cooperative programs 
are peculiarly qualified by background, training, familiarity with Federal proce- 
dures, and wide knowledge of local conditions. Consequently, special efforts are 
being made to obtain their services. The majority of persons directly concerned 
now or in the future have no prospect under the present law for retirement an- 
nuity other than that based on such years of Federal service as they may render 
at the end of their career. 

The men who are needed when State cooperative employees are sought are 
usually in their late forties, and have usually had a lengthy State service during 
which they have built up sizable credits toward State retirement. They are 
naturally reluctant to surrender this assured future benefit and accept the lesser 
benefits they are certain to reap under our present system of Federal accredita- 
tion for service. 

Legislation is urgently needed to remove these serious handicaps to Federal 
recruiting and to equalise retirement benefits for men doing similar work. Bills 
are now pending in both the Senate and the House designed to remedy this prob- 
lem. It is my recommendation, therefore, that the meritorious features of such 
legislation be included as an amendment to 8. 2665. 

My bill which has been proposed as an amendment would not extend eligibility 
under the Civil Service Retirement Act to persons not now clearly eligible under 
the act nor would the annuity exceed the present 80-percent ceiling. It provides 
merely that if persons who have been under full-time Federal appointment for 5 
or more years and are in the Federal service at time of retirement or death, had 
been employed, prior to entry into the Federal service, by a State or Territory, 
and while so employed had devoted all or a major part of their official time and 
effort to cooperative programs or projects (1) specifically authorized by Federal 
statute, (2) conducted under the general direction and supervision of a desig- 
nated department or agency of the Federal Government, and (3) financed wholly 
or in part by Federal funds and if the retiree so desired, the years so spent could 
be included in the aggregate period of service to form the basis for calculating 
the annuity receivable by them under the provisions of the Civil Service Retire- 
ment Act of May 29, 1980, as amended. 

For the above reasons, I strongly recommend that the above amendment be 
included in 8. 2665, and I do wish to thank the committee for the opportunity to 
present a statement in support of S. 2665. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE A. ISAAC, CHAIRMAN OF LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE, LOCAL 
UNION 1310, INTERNATIONAL BROTHERHOOD OF ELECTRICAL WORKERS, WASH- 
INGTON, D. C. 


Mr. Chairman and members of the Senate Post Office and Civil Service Com- 
mittee, my name is George A. Isaac. I have been president of Local Union No. 
1310, International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, in the Washington, D. C., 
area, At the present time I am legislative chairman of the local union which 
represents electricians employed in the maintenance of public buildings in this 
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area. For a number of years this local union and others have been instrumental 
in the introduction of legislation before the Congress which would remove the 
craft employees from the CPC schedule of the Classification Act of 1949, as 
amended. S. 2665 would do this very thing, except that there is no provision for 
labor representation as a member of the wage board, in the consideration of the 
proper rates to be established. I heartily urge your committee to support the 
passage of S. 2665 with such minor changes as are deemed necessary and I take 
this opportunity to thank those responsible for the introduction of this bill. 

In behalf of my local union 1310 and its members, I want to call attention to a 
couple of other provisions contained in 8. 2665, that is, the provision which would 
provide for call-back time for those required to accomplish unscheduled over- 
time, and such employee is required to return to his place of employment. The 
payment of 2 hours at least should be provided such employees. 

The provision in S. 2665 which provides for compensation for night and holiday 
work, I believe should make it mandatory for all agencies of Government to 
establish the night work hours at the hours between 6 p. m. and 6 a. m. and not 
be left for the agencies to establish at their discretion. Speaking for my members 
in the electricians craft, we support the change outlined as it relates to time 
worked on holidays. 

Local union 1310 supports the provisions to set up advanced scheduling of 
workweeks on the basis of 5 days of 8 hours each for the first 40 hours, Monday 
through Friday where possible, with the provision that there be no split shifts. 
We feel that employees should be able to get their day’s work accomplished 
within a 9-hour period at the most. 

Local union 1310 also endorses the provision which provides for outright 
repeal of the Whitten rider. We feel this rider has been the source of much 
concern to our members, because of its restrictive provisions relative to pro- 
motions and appointments ever since September 1, 1950, and should be removed 
from the laws by the present Congress, as it has served its intended purpose 
already. 

I appreciate the opportunity vou have given me to appear before your com- 
mittee at this time. I urge your committee to give full consideration to my 
testimony in support of S. 2665 and I trust your committee will act favorably 
on 8S. 2665 in the near future. 








STATEMENT OF ERNEST C. FRAZIER, LEGISLATIVE ASSISTANT, NATIONAL ALLIANCE 
oF PosTAL EMPLOYEES 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Ernest C. Frazier. 
I am here as spokesman for the National Alliance of Postal Employees, an organi- 
zation composed of 20,000 members distributed through 36 States and organized 
in 110 branches. 

The alliance wholeheartedly endorses S. 2665, which would amend the Classi- 
fication Act of 1949, and the Federal Employees Pay Act of 1945, by bringing 
certain designated benefits to Federal employees in general. By making avail- 
able to nonpostal employees overtime pay and night differential, S. 2665 is a 
valid, equitable and long overdue adjustment, in keeping with benefits which we, 
in the postal service, have already received. 

We consider any effort that renders uniform employee benefits throughout the 
civil service to be a measure that is both in the interest of good administration 
and employee morale. 

S. 2665 contains 2 features which will bring benefits to postal employees as 
such, that are in harmony with the legislative program of the alliance adopted by 
its 1953 convention. They are: Title IV, Uniform Allowances, and Title V, The 
Miscellaneous Provision, which reveals section 1310 of the Supplemental Appro- 
propriations Act 1952 (Publie Law 2538, 82d Cong.). 

The alliance’s position on uniform allowances was placed in the record at the 
time your honorable committee held hearings on 8. 427. We pointed out at that 
time that we considered it unfair for the Government to supply its nonofficer 
military personnel with uniforms and not do as much for its quota of civilian 
employees required to wear uniforms. As to our letter carriers, we indicated 
that the puruchase of uniforms amounted to a salary reduction. We therefore, 
again, urge your favorable action on this measure. 

The Whitten rider has been long evaluated as a bar to the orderly promotion 
of employees throughout the civil service. We are definitely convinced that 
the Post Office Department and the Commission, generally, will be helped greatly 
by the repeal of this limitation on appointments and promotions. 
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NATIONAL LeaGuE or District PoSTMASTERS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington 4, D. C., February 24, 1954. 
Hon. FRANK CARLSON, 
Chairman, Senate Post Office and Civil Service Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear CHAIRMAN CARLSON: In behalf of the officers and members of the National 
League of District Postmasters of the United States, we would like very much 
to have the enclosed statement incorporated in the proceedings of the hearing 
held on 8. 2665, providing fringe benefits for Government employees. 

Thanking you for this privilege, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
C. B. Gravirt, Jr., 
Secretary and Legislative Representative. 


STATEMENT oF C. B. Gravirr, Jr., SECRETARY AND LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE OF 
THE NATIONAL LEAGUE oF Districr PoSTMASTERS 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is C. B. Gravitt, Jr., 
and I am the national secretary and legislative representative for the National 
League of District Postmasters of the United States. Approximately 90 percent 
of all postmasters are district postmasters. 

We endorse the principal set forth in S. 2665 and feel it is a step in the right 
direction toward improving working conditions of Federal employees. We feel 
that title four—providing $100 for uniform allowances—is commendable. How- 
ever, we request that this title be enlarged to include equipment allowances for 
postoffices. 

Far too many postmasters are furnishing equipment through outright pur- 
chases or rentals at their own personal expense, while the Government takes the 
box rents as postal revenues. No interest, depreciation, insurance, tax exemption, 
or maintenance allowance is allowed the postmaster for his initial investment 
or replacement. So strict is the accounting that if the postmaster wishes to use 
one of his own boxes for his personal use, he must pay the full rental for that 
box to the Government. 

Postmasters have an investment which they have a right to expect to be repaid 
them plus interest, taxes, and upkeep. An amount equal to one-half the amount 
received from boxes rented would be the most equitable method of giving the 
postmaster an income from his investment. 

The Post Office Department now pays rural carriers and special delivery 
messengers an allowance for equipment and xepenses; thus, it would establish 
no precedent in granting postmasters equal rights. 

We believe that requiring a certain group of postmasters to furnish fixtures and 
equipment on which the Government fixes the rate of box rents and claims the 
rentals as revenue is not conducive to the best interests of the postal service. 
Therefore, we recommend that the following amendment he added to S. 2665: that 
on and after July 1, 1953, all post office fixtures and equipment for use in first-, 
second-, and third-class postoffices shall be furnished by the Post Office 
Department : 

“Sec. 2. Commencing July 1, 1953, postmasters at first-, second-, and third- 
class post offices in which all post-office fixtures and equipment are not furnished 
by the Post Office Department shall be paid, as rental for personally owned or 
rented post-office fixtures and equipment, an amount equal to 50 per centum of 
the box rents collected at such offices, the allowances to be paid quarterly, under 
such rules and regulations as the Postmaster General may prescribe: Provided, 
That when all post-office fixtures and equipment are furnished by the Post Office 
Department at such offices, the rental provision of this act shall become 
inoperative.” 

Mr. Chairman, we appreciate the opportunity of appearing in behalf of this 
legislation, and request that your committee give favorable consideration to our 
recommendation 


STATEMENT SUBMITTED ON BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF FEDERAL 
CAREER EMPLOYEES BY ISADORE ROSENTHAL, LEGISLATIVE DrrectToR ( VOLUNTEER) 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, our present Civil Service Com- 
mission has stated that any legislation which has the effect of removing qualified 
career workers from the Federal Government is both unwise from the point of 
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view of Government efficiency and unfair to long-time career people. We believe 
that there can be very little quarrel with this simple axiom. 

With the outbreak of the Korean emergency, Congress realized that the Fed- 
eral Government would have to employ many thousand additional employees 
throughout the various agencies and particularly in the Defense Department. 

In order to cope with the problem the following legislation was enacted: 
Section 1302 of the Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1951 (Public Law 848, 81st 
Cong.) ; Public Law 258, 82d Congress, chapter 664, 1st seSsion, section 1310, 
and amended by section 1302 of the Third Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1952 
(Public Law 375, 82d Cong.). This legislation is more generally known as the 
Whitten rider. 

Its intent: 

All initial appointments to positions in and outside the competitive civil service 
shall be made on a temporary or indefinite basis in order to prevent increase 
in the number of permanent personnel of the Federal Government above the total 
number of permanent employees existing on September 1, 1950. 

All reinstatements and promotions in the Federal Civil Service shall be made 
on a temporary or indefinite basis. 

Provided further that notwithstanding the provisions hereof and in order to 
avoid undue hardship or inequity, the Civil Service Commission, when requested 
by the head of the agency involved, may authorize promotions in individual cases 
of meritorious nature. 

In addition to providing for promotions on the basis of hardship and inequity, 
promotions of one grade a year are permitted, and promotions of two grades a 
year are permitted if the grades are: 

(a) Not higher than GS-5. 

(b) Not higher than GS-11 if classification is at two-grade intervals. 

(c) Two-grade promotions are also permitted in the same line of work for 
which an employee has completed a training period under an approved training 
program, and where there is no intermediate position in the normal line of 
promotion. 

This law was intended to protect the many thousands of loyal and faithful 
civil servants who had given large segments of their lives in the service of the 
Federal Government. It assured them of equal opportunity for promotions as 
well as job security. 

However, Public Law 843 of the 81st Congress was implemented by Executive 
Order 10180, dated November 13, 1950, entitled “Establishing Special Personnel 
Procedures in the Interest of National Defense.” It permits the Civil Service to 
authorize permanent appointments only in unusual circumstances. 

The Civil Service Commission’s legal division has ruled that a new White House 
executive order is needed if permanent status appointments are to be given many 
of the Government’s indefinite employees. There has been some confusion in 
Government personnel circles as to the need for a new White House order. 

On November 5, 1953, Civil Service Commissioner, Frederick J. Lawton, an- 
nounced there were over 700,000 jobs filled by indefinite appointments. About 
30,000 of these were jn the Washington area. 

On November 19, 1953, Philip Young, Chairman of the Civil Service Commis- 
sion, estimated that personnel reductions-in-force would continue through June 
1954. 

There is reason to believe that reductions will continue beyond that date as 
programs are curtailed or revised in an effort to achieve greater economy and 
reduce Government expenditures. 

Therefore, to repeal the Whitten rider at this time would open the door to per- 
manent status for 700,000 indefinites plus others who are not now employed in 
the Federal service. In view of prospective reductions-in-force, it would further 
jeopardize the security of the employed nonveteran career civil servants and 
lessen the opportunity for placement of the presently separated career employee. 

These dangers were apparently recognized by Mr. Philip Young when speak- 
ing to the Society for Personnel Administration. Mr. Young stated that the 
Civil Service Commission was “Studying the implications of converting these 
employees to permanent. That there are considerations that have to be taken 
into account in looking toward this objective * * * The conversion of indefinites 
at this time could have a definite adverse effect on the present complement of 
career workers, since the indefinite who is a veteran would automatically and 
immediately obtain a retention standing higher than that of a competing career 
worker—even though the vteran might have relatively short Government service 
and the nonveteran might have long service.” 
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The Whitten rider has saved the Federal Government many thousands of 
dollars by preventing many unnecessary expenditures for excessive and unjusti- 
fied promotions. This too was the intent of the appropriation committee. 

Its repeal at this time would be a grave injustice not only to the existing and 
increasing reservoir of displaced Federal career employees, but also to the 
currently employed career employees. 

There are now about 200,000 fewer permanent employees in ‘the competitive 
civil service than there were on September 1, 1950. These could be given perma- 
nent status as permitted by the amended Whitten Act. There are also over 
1,300 separated career employees in the Washington area, many of whom have 
been unemployed for many months. 

If the Whitten rider is repealed at this time, the complement of separated 
career service employees will be greatly increased, and the plight of the Federal 
career civil servant will be one of greater insecurity, hopelessness, and despair. 

An Excutive order, embodying salient factors to protect the loyal career 
employee already having permanent status, would serve to strengthen the merit 
system, and is urgently needed. 

Summary: The Whitten rider— 

1. Does not permit the blanketing in of large numbers of indefinites. 

2. Does not permit excessive and wholesale promotions but provides for promo- 
tions on an individual basis. 

3. Provides the only cushion for the nonveteran career employees. 

4. Provides personnel officers with an authority to review positions on an 
annual basis. 


The CHatrman. The clerk will be glad to receive any statements 
for the record at any time up to the next 2 or 3 days. This concludes 
the hearings and I appreciate your cooperation. 

(Whereupon, at 12 o’clock noon the committee concluded hearings 
on S. 2665.) 
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